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\ ,The california Postsecondary E.ducation Commissiori was.
created by the Legislature -and the Governor in 1974 as the

r . successor to the, California Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in order to coordinate and 'plan foi, education to
California beyond high school. As a state agency, the
Commission is resOnsible for assuring that the State's

4 4 resoi11-ces for postsecondary education are utilized effectively

/ and efficiently; for prohting diversity, innvation; a,a,d
responsiveness to the needs of studeAls and scicteiy; and for
advising the Legislature aid the Governor on statewide

.. .. educational policy_and funding.
...

The Commission con .ist's of 15 members. , iv represent the
genercil public,'w. it ree each appointed by the Speaker of the
Asiembly, the Senat ales Com mittei, and the Governor Iiiihe.
other six represent the major educational systems of the State.

-
, .

The Co-nt:mission holds regular pufilicneetings 'throughout the,'/ ye or at which it takes action oh...Psk16ff studies and adopts
posittpas,on legi'slative proposals affecting postsecondary
education. Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its other publications may be obtained

. , from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
cSacramento, California 95814: telephone (916) 445-7933.
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...i.)MliSSION STAFF ,.:(.)N1fALNIS (:)N L.1)(A.:-Vrk
opD()Eyi'UNn'Y PR6(.11-t AA'S I OR 1983z.1.1

,

1111:; tford Annual C-ommisSion Start report is prepared in response LJ request:)
teem the Legislature for comments and recommendations on All existing :Ind
proposed State funded. out reach and

,

suppork,sery f-e progyams for ethnic
mindrity.and low- ,income students. in all segmerits of publis postsidary J.)

education. The analysis peesented'below is in -Summary 'format: and /toused op'
issnes relating to the 1983-84 Budget. In the preparation of these mmants''
Ind recommendations, CommiSsionsgtaff.used the policies and principles
presented in two other Commissioi\ reports entitled F.A.u'al Educational, yppor-

v
tunity "in. California Postsecondary Education: Part III (March 19 1101 And

_.

Part IV (March Riff), which provide detailed analyses ot. of torts wIthin.
t.Alifornia to expand educational opportunities.

"ct

1
OVERVIEW

The several outreach and support service programs iperating in Calitotnia
can he classiied on the basis of their primary objectives and purposes:

4

Four lifferent types of progwims, can be distinguished:

1. Developmental Outreach: Arrograms of this type seek (*Increase the
academic aspirations and/or improve the academic preparation of students
either (1) in junior anti senior high school sothat!. they complete the.
necessary toMege-preparatory couIses and have the necessary-academic
skills to succeed in college, or (2) intWo-year colleges so that they
cad make the transition to four-year colleges after completing their '-

educational objectives at the two -year institution.

Informational Oulreach: 'PrograMs of this tyl;e seek either to (1) !Ito--

vide information about financial assistance and postseand'ary Alterna-
tives generally in tirder to facilitate admission into `college, or. An
provide t-iformation about a specific college in order to facilitate

./ recrtutmenitnto that collep.
4

3. Retention:. Programs of this tyee .seek to strengthen the academic' skills
of students enrolled -in college;* that tae studencYcan successfully
complete his/her academic or vocational'program in a timely fashion.

.

comprehensive Services: 1 Programs of this' type Provide a broad spectrum
of services inCLuding outreach, ortentadion, admissions, and. retention
Mi ortrtr to in'crease the number of target-students who .onroll in and
graduate from college programs:

three. public segments of postsecondary education, as well AS the State
Depa-rtment of Education, odminister programs designed t,9 increase the anmher
of ethnic minority and low-income students who enroll in and graduate from
college. These programs are funded through allocations by the federal, and
State,, governments, as well as' through student fees in thelinivers,ity of

.1

3
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State..-General k'undakupport is also 1,rovAded to )

mental programs.: Cal-SOAP and MEGA. ndi,t)g Ovels in 198.2- r the.-so I.

prugrams, summarized in fSble. 1,, .d $32.3 million In S
million in federal fund and S-3.5 million in s(uden0,t'ee

through 5 include a summary ot descripAive intorp.ition
programs. Hits information Included in the t,atite5 And -provided ran

dotall in the appendices ts-in'response to the toljowing Atip!.t.tuns
4 -

Who is the agent responsible' for program tmpleinfin,hition?

What is the target group served by the program?

5. When was the pfogram started?

What re tie speci-fit Obl 7ttveS of the, program!

What spec Sic methods
ti yes?

of: services are being used to

of What has been the amount of tundins during 198K-8r

What has been the souik-e ot tunding?

achieve these

8. flow marry peo Ie are being served by the pro ram during 1982-81?

9. Who has
program?

the Yesponsibi lity tor evaldotingf the relative success ot the

CRITERIA USED IN TILE REVIEW OF PROGRAMS .

Cmmillssion staff have used the. foleowtmg criteria, in reviewing and making
recommendaeions about existing and proposed State-funded ou1reaoh and support
service programs for ethnic minority and lot:/-1Acome students. Thrse criteria
reflect the concerns of Commission staff to (1) promote the most dtleclive
use of resources, (2) improve services to stnclefils,-and (3) qcpand coopera--
Live efforts by educational institutions. rat iOdition, they reflect all

Awartness of the State's current Onancial crisis which requires that avail-
able funt14,- for equal educational opportunity efforts he directed to those
efforts which are the most cost*effectiVe in ach4eving,the State's goals of
Increased college enrollment and tdduation rates by ethnic minority.-and
low-income students. In short, thee criteria include the etorments which
should exist in a successful and efficient. program.

1

O inblectives i .i .

a. The program administrators have developed and ptIbitiCI4vd spot-111c,
+measurable p ogram objq ut.eives,,against which judgments abo relative

......

program nutcase can het made.

-2- 8
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summa ry o t Equa 1 Educ a (.1 orta 1 Opport tin/ Pro'y ram5 , 1982-e.,

Peo!dram Name or Plogrlm

Cc Eacly outreach Sl,800,000
\cademtv

Furt,Ilment 1.'.00,000

SEX-. Demonstiat ton

Program in
.Reading and
Mathomatik!. 3:,-68,000

MESA i 500,000
U4ward Bound
LCC Student
Affirmative
Action Transt-
flon Projects,6

S Lit q 0 I N

Informational

outreach

Retention
kjforts

Subtotals

Lompuotiensive
Service
Ettots

s-; iihI t .1 I s

State

General Fund

U(_' hmuediate
Outreach

Cal-SOAP
EducatIdrial Oppot-

tunity,Ce-hters

Talent S&irch

UC Student
Affirmative

. Action Support
Services

Special Services.
for Disadvantaged
Students

Unt'Vecsity Mino rity

Engineering Program 700j000
$1.,75),000

222,000
$6,280,000

$ 450000
75:225

$ 725,245

$1,053,000

UC EducatLonal
Opportunity
'Program'

CSU Core Student
Affirmativr.
Action

CSU Educational
Opportunity
Program*

CCC Extended
Opportunity
Programs and
ServIces:z

$12', 47 C. ,000.,

$6,903,000

Sh4 415 200

S2'3,810,200

'udent I enera

rev

)o00,000

$o00,000

',150,000

$150,000

$150,000

. .

$5 300 002

Tofaiv
.1 10. :

S 627,28;

$11_391990
Si ,1167,277 $ 2,742,502

$3,520,000

$S0 ,(l $3,520:000 !.irp,t) 23 0uO

$2,400,000

-t

1'

;46-6 -0-

1.

1:1q.11. .1,500,000 .$10,001,8,")

Yrhe funding level shown does not inctude funding appropriated tor financial assistance
,Igrants -for students.

-3-
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A,:i_:.: Developmental Outreach Type .yf Equal Educational,

:pportunity Programs in Californi4, !9.t32-83
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..nwirl Bound

Itisunttr k.allege

attent rm., 1 t VP

on rt :WI 1
'; on

.en co ,ages 4orking

.11 ttxteen centets
ierving awl hundred

choO15.

Le,)Artment of

Font:Acton, working
ith itx secondary

,hool ..rolects

Allversity of Call-
t.,rnia

II

thtrtv-three protects
.evolving tnelvidnal
colleges. nniversi-
ries: And community
tgenctes

Ettuitc minority andioe low-
income salftn.ts tn high
school

ahnit minorities in grades
t4tough 11., at Approxi-

mately 191 ;untor high
schools and 140 high schools

1. L)w-tncome high school stu-
.ICODS and veterans

community Low-income, ethnic minority
:otleges Jr uandicapped students

io teveioo logve-average
campefenLy ittit!s

Among students in ades 7-1,
living ;n Areas t concentrated
pyerty

To increase aumber of
with academic background

necessary to pursue a univer-
sity orcotlege education :n
1A-1th-based field

1974 To increase :he number )t
ethnic minority students who
are eligible for and earcll in
a fou:-year

.1

Partner
ship--
1976

Part -

ners--
1978

'081

io increase cue number
low-Income and/or ethnic
minority students who Ire
etigible to enroll tn.publIc
four-year colleges,

To increase aUmber of ior-
.ncnme itiidents idmis-
sion Co co;lege and-$occessfu:.-
:y complete :heir ewliatton

ro Increase the transfer rate,,'
low-Income, uuderrepres rtfed

Students (ethnic mtnort es and

persons with lisahti less) from

two-year to four...y.ear colleges

BEST COPY-AVAILABLE



tuner 1, 1, rrtlt. -ri (WINO t

r

_,It trips Ind .ampus urs
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iqolarsritp :(1,.,,ricive awards

iipmey dr.Nrams

Ind,ividualtzed tastructidn
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nateriais
g enters

s

1 I klaporat.)-

7ot.cing
ademi, ind -arter '.)nsel,r.4

!rir...,-Iment Ind empiov-
neatt. pro4raMs

Incentve iwards

Lizotin.;

;cidpmic 1dd-career co4nseltng
::ell trips

Icadeic Advising model
aresentations

:al:ege Ind nilverstty vi:;tts
J,i-ieminatiun At orInted

naterial
(

i'IrTnt 9Ieetin-01

: :rld 'rips

Liommer enrlehment prog-cams
rial servir,:s

-.nnse:Ing n ttaancral 114,
'JtIoge, and .areers

:ndivtdua.ilzed Instruction
,taring
:,..L%ural ictivitles
uinseling

).iirmer --nrcqmeni. programs

NOCK Internsnip experience
..nct:rrent ^nrollment it a

-nar ind four-,:eat-

:,unseling
t.antssIons Ind :InaoCtiNril

Isststance

41-

Jinn:14

31.511.000

S.2,j03,000

'ink.11"13

fh

State General Fund

State General 47tiqd
'CI Private indus

and private r-)tandik.

duns

Federal .4foveinment

7r, State General Fund
25', Educational Feet

Federal iovsernmene

State General Fund

4

-5-

11

- 'hoarier

9.,wa
Approx. I

7he

,or

v .1%.1.tat1 m. laa

:alj Ire A.11:Ao,-

Ilvalualton reviews rep,ired
by Department ot cticasin

i 3ndz.4e :.eg,Lslavi:e Beget

t.

,?bmnilitee_ Hioact aaca (re
available annuatl.-
. .

heJESAscaff Hakes annual
reports to its Aoverning
hoard aboot Lilt numnes....ot

students served it -ach

Center y In ,ddicion, an
,outside evaluation it MESA
has been completed by the
Center t9u tae Scmdv at
Evaluation at ;CIA. zhroLgti
tunds provided ov tiler ne.:iett

oundation.

-0- This p)gram in its tinal
year, with s: pro,erts identi-
fied as exemplary tieing dts-
seminateal througuota the State.

3,.N1
junior
high
school
students
'and 9,738
senior
high
achool
students

3,.J00

The Cnivecsitv has the re-
sponstbilicy for program
evaluation. Ind some impart
data are available

The federal government has
responstbCity for program
evluation Ind I national,

stun!, neen cono
lowever. Itipact. is to tar

Californta programs Are
ivatlable.

q00 LOMMISSIOU .S LO report to
the Leglsiitore by Jec. 3:,

"1983. op the .tiocziveness
these riro!oct.3.
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TABLE

Name )r
Program

.:nformational Oct reach Npe o-- Equal Educational
Oppottinitv Programs in Califofnia,. 1982-83

California Student
Opportnnity And
Access Ptogrsm
(Cal-SOAP)

'Educational.Opportu-
oity Canters-

State University.
Core Student Af-
firmative Action
(outreach component)

Implementing
Apint

Five°Consortia of
two- and four-year
colleges working with
secondary schools

One center in Fresno
(Freino Mobilf Edw.:
cation Guidance,
Inc.); one in Los .

Angelhs (UCLA,Eiten-
lion)

Target

Group

Low - income, ethnic minority
students iu secondary schools
and Community Collages

Year
Started

1979

Low-income personf at least 1973
19 years-of age; who Aside
within the targeted geographic
area

All State University .Ethnic minorities in senior
campuses high school

UniVersity Immediate All University of
outreach California campuses

Talent Search
Projects

4

Fourteen projects
operateeby community

'agencies andcolleges

6

Program.

Objctivos

To expand postsecondary oppor-
tunities tor low - income high

school students

To assist low-income Commu-
nity College students transfer
to four-year institutions

To serve as clearinghouses for
information about postsecondary
educational opportunities-and-
to coordinate interinstitution-
al efforts in counseling and re-

'crnitment

1919 To increase the number of '

ethnic minority student? who
gain admission to college and
successfully complete their
'education

Ethnic minorities in the 12th 1978
'grade and in the Community Col-I,
lege*

4owlincome youth between
ages 14. and 27

0 .12
-6-

/'

To increase the number of
underrepresented ethnic minor-
ity and low-income students/,
who apply and enroll in the/

1% University Of California

1964 To increase the number of
low-income youths attending
college

To reduce the high school
dropout rate

To increase the number of drop7.
outs who return to education-
al programs

BEST COPY AVAILABLE^.



Diagram Services

Postsecondary education and
financial aid advisement,

Tutoring
Coordinated information
-dissemination

Summer rasideptiat programs
Field triips
Skill Development Somidays
Career Seminars

1982413" Fwid1 nki

700,925

Provide information about firma- 3 627,287

clef and academic assistance
Provide assistance in preparing

application for admission
Provide counseling and tutoEiil

assistance

Cultural events
Home visits with parents
Use of bilingual materials
Counseling
Campus tours
Acddemic advising

Campus visits
Ugh school visits
Publications
Cultural activities
Admissions counseling sessions
Peer.counseling

Counseling
rateer Planning
Field trips

4

0 1

$ 865,000 N'

(for outreach
component only)

S 59,000

-a

$1,239,990'

1

a

rUndifu Source

$275,225 from State
General, Fund and
g425;700 from
tutional.latchine
Funds

I

Federal government

100% State General Fund

7 % State General Fund
2 %Educational Fees

Federal government

.47

7

13

Number o
Clients.

.erveds
1982-83

Appeox.
10,000

ktndents_
receive
counseling
and tutor-
.1.14 ser-'

vices Ind/
or benefit
from coordLT
Rated ininr-
mation dis-

semination,

Eve7lutftton Componint ..

The Califolnia,Postsecondary
Education Commission.has re
ponsibtliTy for evaluation;-

e finkl evaluation was pub-

1 s&frd to ,February 1983.

15,000 Federal overnment has re-
sponsibility foe program
evaluation

4

41,913

Data not
available.

24,000

Commission'- and CSU cooper-,

afively develop and imple-
ment evaluation freiework;
two reports are currently
available; final report is
due in Winter 1983.

The University has the re-
sponsibility for program

evaluation.

The federal gdvernment has
responsibility for program
evaluation, but no reports
specific to California have
been pro

P
vided.
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TABLE 4%_ Retention Typell'of Equal Educational Opportunity
Pt-ograms in California, 1982-83

Mane of
7, Rrogtase

Ihiplementlng
Agint

Special SerIires tpr Twenty-nine projects
011esadvantagea Stu- at two- and four--
dents year. college*, and

, one project at-a'com-
. MunitY agency

r

: A

State University.
Core Stulfent Affir-
mative Action (re--
tention component)

University of
California Student
Affirmative Action
Support -Services

University Minority
Engineering Proiram

Target
Grove

LOW-inCOOk and /or education-
111y,-socially, culturally,
or physically handicapped
"ditsadvantaged" students

A
As.

Year
Started Program- Objectives

1969' To increase the retention rate
of students who have academic
potential but who are hin-
dered because of their educs-
tionarikculcural, or economic
background or physical dis-
abilities

All State jiver.tty Ethnic minority students en- 1979
campuses, . rolling at CSU campyres

All University
campuses

14 projects-at se-

'
lected four-year
public and indepen-
Aent universities

4.

Ethnic minority and low-income
students enrolled at UCcimpuses

Underrepresented minority
students enrolled in en-
gineering and computer sci-
ence baccalaureate programs

-8-
4

To increase the number of
ethnic minority students who
successfully complete their
college education

1976. To increase the number of
ethnic minority and low:-
iriCome students who success-
fully complete their college
education

1962. To,increise the number of
underrepresented minority
student* Who, graduate with
B'S. degrees in-enginefiring,
computer science, and re-
lated fields

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Program Saw/lc-ea' NO

Acadaeo.F. and career counseling
Tutoring . 4

Study ski'lls'yorklhops

1
,-

Diafnostic testing
Economic counseling
Counseling and'advising
Cultur1,1 programs 1-

Bilingual tnformation sharing

1282,L83. FLITII1g

$3,520,000

..

Vsl

I '

" $1,607,000
(for retenii,p
and educatiRmal

K.,lenhancemene)

4,

Summer transitional programs
Counseling and advising on both
academic and personal matters

Learning skills assistance
tutoring and instructional assis-

tance
Career planning and advising on

graduate and professional
schools

First year transition support
Professional counseling
Student Study Center
Career Development and Summer Jobs
Finjuicial Aid and Scholarship

Assistance

$1,406,00P

$1,396,000

<,

Funding Source

Federal government

-.State General Ir.up0

ryF

if.
)(

.,

;'''75%.atate/General Fund
6% Edlistionil Fees

SO% State General Fund
50% Prk7te Sources

-9-

(7-

U

if

Number of
Clients
Serv,ed

'1982-83

li,500

_10;903

Undiipli-

,eated bum-
bergot
availahle

.

2.,800

students
are pro-
jected
far
1982-831

J.

i-valuation CoTp?nent

The Sy:items Dqvelopment-Cor-
poration haw contracted
to conduct a ,:omprehenalve
evaluation of twit program on

a nationwide basis. The ,
evaluation sbouid be pub-
fished within the next kei,

months.

Commiastos\ and CSU cooPer-
atiyely develqp and imple-
ment evaluation framework;
two reports see currently
available; final-comprehen-
sive report is due in
Winter 1983.

The University has the re-
sponsibility for program
evaluation .

The KESA statewide office
will gather data to assess
program impact.

15
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1

A

E Comprehensive Services Type of Equal Et catinal
Opportunity Peograms."in California, 198 -83

Name or prbgram Implementing Agent

Educational,Oppor-
Chatty, Program

Educational Oppor-
tunity Program

Extended Opportunity
Pregrams Ind Ser-
vices

California State
University

-\
Tarq't Group

Low-income and minortty stu-
dentswith "disadvantaged"
background

I

University-- of Cali- Low-income, ethnic minority
fornia students mho need academic

support services

Community 11w-income students
Col eges

Year
Started

1969

Program Objectives

To increase the enrollment
and retention rate of low-
income,, educe clonally disad-
vantaged ethnic minority stu-
dents who may not meet the,
regular admission'criterta at
csU

1964 To increase the enrollment
And retention rate of low-
income, ethnic minority stu-
dent' attending the University

1969 To Anilitase the enrollment
andretention rate of people
handicapped by language, so-
cial, and/or economic disad-
vantages

*The 1982-83 funding level shown for the EOP/S programm does not include funding appropriated for financial ossistance
grants for students., ,

it<

4.

f

16
1 0
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Program Services

4

1 Financial assistance
Tutoring
Counseling '

Academic advising
Summer orientation sessions

198?-83 FunainQ

S 6.94000*

Fueng Source

State General Fund

111

Number of
Clionti
Served-
198?-83

Approx,
17,000
student*,

with
10,000 ,

So

..tvaluationese9nont
'

The syetemwideipffice com-
pleted a limitOd program
avaluaciop.in 1978- Campus

annual reports aad irstemmide
.data base serve 4 basis

Diagnostic testing
other stu-
dents re-
ceiving
admissions
services

.for evaluating 0 demic

-achievement of e students.
1

1 is

Financial assistance $ 2,400,000* Registration fee Approx. Nd eveludtion p been

Tutoring
Counseling

revenues 10,000
students

planned.
i.

Academic Advising , \

Summer orientation sessions ,

,

)1

Financial Assistance S14,435.188* State General Fund Approx. The Chancellor's. ffice of

Tutoring
Counseling

68,000 the Community Co *pa has
the rosponsibili for pro-

Academic advising
legit: skills instruculon
Career plauning and job placemeet

- gram evaluation. n 197.6,

a program evaluat n was

prepared by the ad cation-
al and TCaining,Ingtitute.
During the past yelir, the
Chancellor's Office has es-
tablished a process to up-
date and improve evaluation
strategies for EOPS in the

4

1980s.

A
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For those' programs whiN7h hav been i n operation for atl_vec or more .

years,-data are available to demonstrate-Lhal the program is -Aicce-1;s-
.

fuL in achieving tt.s 6biective-s.

The program Includes a cOmpiThensive data man-agement component , so

that 1f1fOrIlldt ion is rout-inely gathered and, reported about the number
and characteristics of thff clients served, the services provided, and
the .impact of these services.

Incentives
k, . . , e

The systemwide office distri6Ute-s program funds to the campuses Oirough a
process which recognizes and` rewards institutional effectiveness In achiey-

_

ing.the objectives of the. program.

Continuity

114

rheoutreach program pr,imideSI. wherever possible, a. continuity of services,
So that students experience theinfluence of the program over a peg Lod Of
years, rather than just in,:one 'summer, in one classPtom, of from just one.
teacher.

: .

Interinstitutional, Coopert-ion

Developmental and informational outreach services: offered to secondary
school and Community College students are operated through an explicit -'

cooperative interinstitutional- mode,-with thee services complementing the
cbunseling services offered by the host. campus.

Coordinati6n of Support Services

The support service component of the equal educational opportunity program
has a mechanism to. assure ettective coordin4tion with similar support ser--
vice programs on the same campus.'

a
Involvement f Non-qpnege Personfiel

The- program utilizesoseres and resources available from the private
sector 'as well as the involvement of non-college personnel, such as paehts,

s

community grdups, and local government. .

(:areers
A

Cite program involves an explicit linkage-between academic skudies 'and stihse-

luent career opportunitieS for the targetstudents.

7"-
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nit' 1 S .t t untied programs I tic) tided bn t :; report .1 r e* Cr.v tile'
tat the tie criteria fable o 1110 re exten sivo discussion )t thoi/-

review I included fur e,1 rog cam I. ! t. h'e appendix- t ho s '.ne e

suttiiient. 41.11.1 iv not available to make an asses:imenl, the pniase 'no.

teal" hasheen. used. .J.0. addition, cco.-tain L.titerla are HOI
tN/A1 t.0 certain prograMs.

PtiLICY 1SSt;ES

There are several policy issues related Co the funding of equal eLiicati4Dnai

opportunity programs which should be considered by the Legislature during
its review O. the 198..1-84 Budget. The Legislatuve Analyst's Office, in its
report on tie 1983-84 Budget. ha identified some of these issues:

I. What s the most effective method to provide developmental and enrichment
set ices to -ethnic minority and low-income secondary school students?
econdary school educators should have the leadership role in preparing

secondary school, students for College. However, new initiatives are
needed' involving active, cooperative-efforts by secondary and postsecond-
ary staff to strengthen college preWatory curricula and provide supple-
mentarx academic enhancement.

Developmental l-and enrickment services are designed to increase the-

academic aspirations and/or improve the academic preparation of junior
and senior high school students. During the past six years, the Univer-
sity of California tas taken a leadership role in this area,.worklng
through the Early Outreach Program (Partnership-University Partners) to
provide"academic 'advising, role model presentations, college and univer-
sity visits, meetings with parents, counseling and tutoring for approxi,
mately 19,00-0 secondary school students annually. 'A second major effort
by college- staff to work with secondary school students is MESA, an
lntersegmental program cooperatively administ.ered by staff from tour
year colleges aqd Secondary schools for'students interested in pursuing
careers in math-based fields.

While both programs, particularly the latter, haA been successful in

providing deve-lopmental_and enrichment services to' the target studeotst
there is a .growing perception that this type of outreach effort will not.
be successful in .Schieving.its ultimate objective unless it is coordi-
nated with efforts to strengthen the school, so that these students are
prepared for 'entry-level college work. enerally, developmental and
enrichment services have been provided by college staff, with passive
rather than active involvement by secondary school staff.. It..nw seems
apparent that further progress, ikthis area requires the active involve-
ment of the secondary school staffrkittrpart.icularemphasis upon strqngth
ening the college-preparatory curricnJui.

In response to this situation, 'the Legislative Analyst has concluded
- t hat "t lye effectiveness of Stale-funded developmental outreach programs
will be enhanced it responsibility for these'programs is lodged with the.
State Department of Education." White arguing that low-income and ethnic

-13-
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TABLE 6 state -- Supported. Student Aft'irmative Action and Equ-a:
Educational OpportunIty Programs in California, ,:98,!-*J

-4 Documentation

(

it

%.

Name of Pqqram

Data
Ava-ilable Compre-

to Demon-. hensive
strate Data

Success Management

Interinst-
Speogjtic

Objectives CoAteLILitl
tutiwnal

.-

14
Academic
Enrichment

/
t

0.

Program-WC)

Cal-SOAP

No No
.

Yes, for some Yes

of the projects

Ve's
/%,

,

Yes

4
Core Student
Atttrmative
.Action (CSU) Yes Yes Yes Yes

Demonstration,
Projects in

-Heading and
Mathematics (SUE) Yes. Yes Yes N/A

Early Outreach (UC) Yes Yes Yes Varies from
campus to campus

EOP (CSU) Yes Yes Yes Varies trom
campus to campus

FOP*' (CCC) No Is being I No Varies trom

Oeeloped campits to campus

Immediate Outreach
(UC) No No Yes 'Varies trom .#

camp-us lo campus

MESA Ye s Yes Yes Yes

University
Minority _Initiated in Is being Yes N/A

Engtneering September developed.

Program

Student. Attirma-
ttve ActIons
rrausitiou
Prnjek-Ls tUCC)

Not Yet. Yes Yes Varies trom
project to

project

(Jolversitv SAA Yesrtn Varies Vartes

Support Services
AUC)

some areas, t rom' campus

unclear in to campus
many' areas

, f rom campus
to campus.
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Incentives

Nu

Yrs

Yes

41,

Coordi- lovOlve-
Continuity lion of ment of N

of Support Non-College
Services Services Personnel Careers

f

Yes N/A Not Clear N/A

Yes N/A Yes ,'es

Varies from Yes * Varies from ,No

1

Campus to campus campus to campus

Yes Yes N/A 1 N/A N/A

No :Yes NJA Varies t rum

campus to campus
N/A

No Yes No Varies from
campus to campus

Varies trom
campus to campus

No N/A -V4ries trom Varies trom
Campus Lo campus campus to campus

No .No N/4 N/A N/A

Yes Yes
1

N/A

Yes Yes Yes

No Yes N/A

Yes

Yes

No 'N /A'N/A

Yes Varies from
project it) project,

Not Clear Not Clear Not Cleat

A
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minority taidents have .a need tor developmentai ruli.reach

t'he Legislative Analyst has cothluOrd that "de,,:xiopmental

outreach progeamd . . . are the sole responObility ot the -,egment,,

and the servirces "can be provided mor:r jtte,octivelv aiut at 10%,0 II

the K-12 svntem takes the lead an Luling *tzio ." Actord ng reconi-

mernie-d "that. State funds budgeted to support 1ESA be transteireetrom the
postsecondary institA.ionsto the State Departmeht ot Educat ion wath a
process implemented at some later date for transterl-ing Stale tunds foi
-the Early Outreach Program t,rom the ,Univkrsity 'to the State Department
of Education.

Thejostsecondary aucation COMMISSIo, in its report 'entrtLed Equal
EducArtonal Otportu ity in, California Postsecondary Education:' Part. IV,

concluded tnaL "the major priority in the State effort during the next
tive years should b to strengthen the basic college-preparatory curricu-
lum . . . at California's junior 541tI senior high schoo-ls." In oontrast
to the Legislative Analyst's Office, however, the Commission concluded
that "this effort must involve cooperation among secondary and post-
secondary educators, parents, and local school boards." The problem of
enhancing educational opportunities for row-income and ethnic minority
students is a problem shared by secondary and postsecondary institutions,
which neither institution can solve independently. While the current
structure of the developmental outreach programs requires only passive
involvement by the secondary schools, the placement of total responsi-
bility for these programs within the K-12 segment will cridesirablyjimit
involvement by ciillege and-university stift. A new fraMework for develop-
mental outreach emphasizing active, cooperative efforts by both s.eion-
dary and posti'setondary staff, and including curricular improvement at
the secondary school site, shoedd be developeil and implemented state-
wide. Models for this new frafiew'ork might include the College fore
Curriculum at Phineas Banning High Schoo1 in the Los Angeles Unified
School District, the Cooperative College Preparatory Program in the

Oakland Unified School District;' and Project WID at Clairemont High
School in San Diego.

What is the most efficient and effective method to provide information
services to ethnicminority and low-income secondary school students?
These services should. involve active and coordinated efforts by secondary
and postsecondary educators, working through regional tntersegmental

organizations wherever possible.

Informational outreach services, which generally include academic and
career advising, admissions an financial aid counseling, campus tours
and information dissemination, ace designed to provide intormation
either about postsecondary alternatives generally,or about a specitic

college in order to facilrtate recruitment into that college. All

public four-year colleges employ staff to provide these services at the
secondary schools throughout the State with large ethnic minority enroll-
ments. In addition, during the past four years, the State has funded
five experimental interinstitutiondi projects throtigh the Cal-SOAP
Program; to test the feasibility of formal'cooperative efforts by colftges
and secondary schools in the provision of information outreach services.
Through the enabling legislation for Cal-SOAP, the Legislature .declared

-1i-
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that "additi.onat efforts to incleav ,o110,40 acces!. for H,.7111,...,mr

students shou ld take the term >t r lltst. t tonal progr-uns gin
reg lona 1 ly to reduce dupliiat. on i)t institutional et, for t udent

ifurientt, the prepouderani.e of intocmational .,utroach

servi-ces are pret*ided through institutional rather than interin!,t;tu-_
.tional efforts.

t'he Legislative Analyst's (Mice, in its report on the 1981-80 Budget,
has concluded that "there is considerable duplication among the three:

S%gments` in terms ot. their informational outreach programs" and tliat
cooperation among ilistitutional efforts in informational outreach is,

inhibited beCause somexampuses have placed primary emphasis_upon re-
-cruitment of ethAic minority students into.that,campus. The Legislative
Ai'lalyst has therefore' racommended that the goal of informational out-
r.each should he "Cu increase the enrollment Of underrepresented studentA
in postsecondary institutions generally, Instead ot at individual institu-
tions and campuse." Moreover, in order to promote "the etficient use
of- resources, postsecondary outreach programs should be organized and
funded on an intersegmental basis, rather than by iridtvi.dual. segments
acting alone."

a
While most of the duplication in informational outreach etforts has been
eliminated during the past three years, the other conclusions and recom-
mendations pre/Vented by'the Legislative Analyst" are consistent in phil-
osophy with conclusions and recommendations presented previously the

Commis ion. .'For example, in Equal Educational Opportunity ,in Calrfornia
Postsecondary Education: Part IV, the Commission concluded that

Undesirable competition is increasing among college outreach
programs working on the eleventh and twelfth grade levels Co
identify and recruit minority students to specific institu-
tions and campuses. This competition stems at least partially
from staff perception that program success will be_judged
primarily by increases in 4 specific campus enrollment of
target students. Such 'competition is not beneficial to the
students and wastes limited State resources. It can be dis-
couraged by holding outreach programs accountable only for the
number of target students recruited into postsecondary educa-
tion generally. In order to improve coordination of the

college outreach programs, the successful componen4s of the
four-year pilot California Student Opp&rtunity and Access
Program (Cal-SOAP) should. be replitated throughout the State

. In addition, each of the segments should allocate
funds in support of these coordinated, intersegmental efforts,
as the Universit' of California Systemwide Office has been
doing the past three years, and should give priority to fund-
ing those projects with a demonstrated commitment to interseg;-
mental coordination.

The Commission has consistently argued for the development of regional
intersegmental cooperative efforts in outreach. The success of regional
outreach efforts, as suggested by the Cal -SOAP model, is predicated npon
tioA major elements: (1) the ability and willingness of all segments to
commit resources to intersegmental efforts, and t2) the eslablishment of
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a mechanism for governance of the regional ettout. hese Iwo elements

ensure that cooperation among ihstitutions is achieved as each in:f"t1-."

tution shares in the maintenance and decision making of the outreach

effort in the region. To enWre regional cooperation, all segments. must
maintain-some resources for outreach services which can be committed to

rntersegmental efforts. Further, the regional efforts should be developed

tn a manner which ensures that participaung institutivns share#in the

development and implementation of outreach ett,orts as they are iognzant
of the unique needs in the region, the various strategies to address
those needs, and the expertise. to drtiver quality services to local
students:

f. Should the State continue itS 13-year commitment to provide financial
assqstanee and comprehensive academic. support for students. from low-__
income or disadvantaged educational backgrounds who do not meet the
reKiifc admissions requirements at public four-year colleges but who
have demonstrated'potential to succeed academically? While this commit-
mentshould be continued, consideration should be given to the identifica-
tion of a possible more effective and efficient strategy to avhieve this

objective:

The Educational Opportunity Program at the California State University,
as established by the Legislature in (969, has primarily served those

students who do not meet regula-admissibn requirements, admitting
approximately 6,000 new students annually to the State University as
freshmen or transfer students and providing support services for over
17,000 continuing students. Funding for thisprogramin the current
year is approximately $14 million,, providing students with a. continuum

of services beginning with, recruitment through admissions, orienehtion,
summer prOgrams, financial assistance, and a heavy emphasis on tutoring

and counseling.

Evaluations of comprehensive programs like -the Sate University EOP,
which serve'economically and educatioually disadvantaged students, are
complicated by Ale difficulty in determining. proper comparison groups to

assess relative program success. With this 'caution in mind, available
,data indicate that approximately 13 percent of the EOP students receive

\I
a baccalaureate degree within.6 ye rs of their enrollment as freshmen.
(Approximately 40. percent of all st

\
dents at the CSU receive a degree

within 6 years. Dat5 are not available to compare., EOP students with
non-EOP students with similar income and ethnic backgrodnds.) Last

year, in its 1982-83 Budget Report on Equal Educational Opportunity
. Programs, the Commission recommended continued funding for the State
University's Educational Opportunity Program, while alsb recommending a
comprehensive outside evaluation of the program. .

Elie Legislative Analyst has recommended that the CSU's LOP and SAA.
programs be combined into a single program with two components--outreach

and support services. The rationale for the consolidation of these two

programs is (1) :'increased, effectiveness of the outreach and Support
services effort by increasing the number of students served, and (2)

reduction of administrative costs associated with the maintenance of
separate programs." While agreeing with the Legislative Analyst about

-18-
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the desirability ot increasitui the .ettectiveness at the existing out-
reach and support rvice efforts, decisions about the struituie And
.)rganization-ot the CSU EducatiiInal Opportunity Program should to
discussions about (1) the continuing State counitment. to assist dople
(tom low-income OF disadvantaged educational backgrounds who do not meet
iegular admissions requirements to enroll in tour-year inst int ions Arid

cymplete baccalaureate programs, (2) the most eftective 5tiategy to
implement this commitment, ( 1) whether the USC Edulca °nal I.-Iportonity

Program should continue to ,focus on exception admits, and tA) the
at graduation expected ot this group of students.

401at'is, .he most efficient and effective method to provide developmental
and informational services to ethnic minority and low-income Commun0'
College students with the potential ot compreting a baccAlatireate degree,
so that a larger proportion of these students transfer to. fourlyear
institutions. There have been relatively few cooperatiVe efforts this

. . . .

area by the postsecondary institutions, and consequently,we do not know'
the most efficient and effective method to provide these services.

Approximately 85 percent of the Chicanos/Latinos and Blacks enrolled in
California's postsecondary education attend the California Community
Colleges. Many never complete a certificate or terminardegree program
and only a relatively small proportion ultimately transfer to tour -veir
colleges or universities and complete a baccalaureate program. Despite
the explicit-State goal of increasing the number' of ethnic minorities
who graduate' from public four-year' colleges,,only a small share of
existing equal educational oppoT9unity efforts have been devoted to
encouraging and facilitating transfer. The only State-funded effort
with the transfer process as its primary focus is the California Commun-
ity Colleges, Student Affirmative Action Transition Program, anr.Lthe

funding for this program terminates in June 1983.

In its report .entitled Equal Educational Opportunity in California
Postsecondary Education: Part IV,^the Commission recommended:

In order to improve the transfer opportunities from Community
College to four7year institutionsof underrepresen!oed students
with the potential of completing a baccalaureate program,
transition to a baccalaureate awarding institution hould he
established as one of the major goals'of' the .Califor, is Commu7

A nity Colleges and the Community College Extended Opportunity
Programs and Services (EOPS.L. with substantial coordination of
both institutional and existing EOPS funding foe personnel and
services toachieve this goal. In addition, the Legislature
and the segments

remove barrier transition from one program
should revi

#
the relevant statutes and

regulations to remo
to another and to assure gtea program compatab4lity between10-
the Extendild Opportunity Programs and ServiceS of the Community
Colleges and the EducationalOppo?-tunity Program of the. Cali-

. %.40

fornia State University.

During Che past year, the Los Angeles Community College District has
initiated Project Asset in order ,to imprbve student retention and in-

-19-

25

p

of 1 6(1.1-1' AVAILAOLF



Rr IL.

crease transfer/ rates to four-year .istitutiotis. throughout the

smaller. scale efforts are being initiated 'on many Community Coliegr
campuses. While the emphps,is on transfer from two- to 1 our7vrar inst.i-

tutions has berm growing,' there is much which Femains to ,be aticomp-

lished. However, for transition activities to 'beienbaiced, jotait. e-
sponsibilty must: belassumed by The two- and the Nour-year $egmetilt.
fhe University and the Stale -University should become.active partici-
pants by providing resources and personnel to cooperate with the Community

Colleges in addressing this significant issue.

1

). What is the most efficient and effective method to retain ethniciiinot'iq,
students in baccalaureate Programs'? While available data are limited,
discipline-speciMc tutoring, advising, and counseling services aPpear
to be more successful in retaining college students.. 4hile 3 wide

variety of support services are necessary, faculty members tend to work
more directly' with Students enrolled' in their ourses, placing their
emphasis on academic achievement rather chap remediation, and -student
study groups organized by discipline tend to encourage Achievement by
combining friendship with scholarship.'

All public colleges and universities maintain tiitoring, advising, and
counseling services far students enrolled at the institution_ In addition,

large scale, special support service efforts are provided for lowrincome
and ethnic. minority students ,through the educational opportunity and
student affkrniative action programs. The University and the State
University a've both developed good data management systems LU''provide
inforMation about the clients served through these spial programs.
The primary ifficulty in analyzihg these data is the lack of similar

informapion bout the clients served through the regular support service
programs, an , therefore, the inability to make comparisons With the
general unive sity community.

Despite these limitations in the data, available information sugge444c14
that disciplin specific support servicesinvolving faculty more dicectiii

with students ippears.to have a posilive impact on student retention.
These discipline- specific programs- also seem to he more successful thAn
general programs in creating-an "achievement"-oriented. ra,ther than a
"remedial"-orieAted environment, in which peer pressure is developed- io-
encourage good academic work. Models of such programs include the

Minority Engineering Program at California State University. Northridge,
and the undergraduate Professional -Development Program at the University
of/California, Bdrkeley., The former program was selected for replication
throughout the State with funding through Governor BroWh's Investment in
People Program, starting in Fall 1982. ilhe latter program has gperated

through funds fromprivate foidtilltions, faculty donations, and the

federal government. The federal fOrnding for this program will. termiJikate

in Summer 1983. Two other specific types of support efforts--the summer-
bridge awl math/science workshopsalso seem to have h pacticulaity

effective in retaininl ethnic minority low-income, sttintnts hespite

the evidence of sticcess in these areas , the preponderance or State funds

are all ted for 'general support service efforts f( which onlk,
data and a 1...ysis are available to assess their et tee ivnes_

a
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FINIANi.1S Al \h) CONCLUSIONS

0

Seventeen iiiiijor .programs in California-in 19 d d o82-83 are esigne t .

-
, provide qut-i.lav-h and supportive services tor low-income and einnic

....-----

miuority students, with current- - -tending approximately $32.5 milli)n of
..-- .'State funds., -$10.7 million of federaiThinds, and S3.5 million of ,,t)1-
dent tee revenues. (These funding level0: do iiar---iii-clud tiler financial

\
__

Assistance components of the educationa.1 opportunity progrApprox-
i

mately one-fourth of these funds, is used,in developmental outreacqi
i,ctivities; bne-laalf is expended through the comprehensive educational
opportunity programs in the three public postsecondary segments, and
one-sixth is used for retention efforts at the postsecondary institu-
tions. The smallest proportio4 is allocated to infdrmational outreach
s .ervices. # -, , ..-

,.-,

- . .

During the past three years, .an increasing' prOportion of His-Panic,
Black, and Filipino high school graduates have enrolled in college,
Which provides some Odicaticin that the existing college outreach
programs hayebeen successful. To illustrate, from 1979 to 1181, there
was ;i 2.9 percent increase in the number of Hispanic students who
graduated from public California high schools. During the same period,

f-
there was.a 17.3 pert nt increase. in the. number of Hispanic'first-ti
freshmen (19 years .ot'age:and under) who enrolled in puhlic postsecond-
ary institutions, with:a 4.0 percent increase in ehe university ot,..'
California, a 16.5 percent increase in the State University, and an
18.3 .percent increase in the' Community Colleges. For Black students._
.there was an 11.4 percent decrease in the number of high school graduates
from 1979 to 1981. During the same time period, however, the number' of
Black first-time freshmen (19 years-o&age ;ilk! under) who enrolled in
the University of California ih.creasethby'14.0 percent and in the State ::,

University by 3.3 'percent. 'There was_a 7.6 perckeat .decrease in the
number of Blacks enrolling-in the California Comm4nity Colleges, with a
5.4 percent decrease of Black enrollments, in public postsecondary
institutions generally. These data, as summarized on Table 7;provide
some evidence that the existing outreach programs have been successful.

, .

Available data on collegeand univorsityenrollMentari,,q, graduatioW
rates by_ethnic minority students tndicate4mLxed success increasing
the numbers- -who axe retained through,, undergraduate programs and receive
a baccalaureate' degree. For Hispanic students there'.has been a moderate
increase. in the nuMber and proportion enrolled in each of the three
public segments during -eke past six,,yebrs. '''Thee has been a similar
increase in the number and proportion of-Nspanic students receiving
bachelor's and master's degreduring- the past five yers. In con-
trast, for Black students there had--been a slight decrease in the pro-
portion -and a slight increase in the number enrolled in each of they
public segments during the past six years --!! Among degree recipieiits,
there has been an increase' in the number amid proportion of Blacks
receiving -baccalaureate degrees from the State University. However,
among mas.ter's degree recipients at the-State University, and bachelor's
and master's degree recipients at the UniVersity of. California, there
has been-a decrease from 1976-77 to the present. In short, a decreasing-
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TABLE 7 Changing Distr'ibutjonsf Gradu tes of
Calif6rnia-HiVh Schoolgand Fveshnien

19 and Uncler(-in Public Postecondary Inqtitutions;
by Ethnicity, 1979 and 1981 , 4

;.,.. -

. .

'Asn..... , 31',Acv 'Hispanoc,- ; 44 4hit.,

11

4-

;11 ICH001. (AADUATFS

.9')
,)81

- 1974 .to

ihange: 1979 to
1981

1981

11,448
15.149

092
r r.

.1.3,2b2

2,0,31d.

:2:114:74

.-

:

17,O14.
18.098

--

+.4.1. , ,),8.94,t

,i, t

J,

y.5

FiRsT-rfmE FRESHMEN

E-cALIFORNIA

-all 11'9 2,202
lh1 318

1. jhange, 199 To 1981 471 4
+ 41

azange. 1979 to 1981_ 4- 11.4"X, t- 14.6% N 4.0%.

,:ALIEOPNIA STATE 4NIARSITY

Fill 79 1,294 1,335 1,883

Fail 1981 1,325 - 1.581,

, ,:hange. 1979 to 1981 4-. 531 A 51. *

1,:hange, 197') tp 1981 + 41:0% )3.pl
'

'

.",:ALIFORNIA COMMUN17Y C.OLLEGES
)

eibl. 1979
es,

4,832 12,:41'8 14:934

Ea11 1981 t 4,895 11,471 1.7,005

t

Change, 1970 to 1981. -P 63 967 '-2,73).

klanxe,.1979 to ,.191;1 + 1.1% 7.A + 18.3%4

F:RsT-rImz FRESHMEN, PUBLIC
,POSTSECONDA8T INSTITUTIONS

?'
Fall 1979

Tall 1981 p
8,328
9,393

14,679
13,385

17,831
20.914

:hange, 19.4f&t:) 1981 *1,065 .+3,413

:ha.n3.1. 1979 to 1981 + 12.3%

,Z94

i4% + 17.3'

r 6

_.311,4!139.

.

+' 118.51

A

+ 1-014
o3 5fl.!

377

-95

14.009

+' 118. 2.251

..- .19 !)*;,,

4 _ , 4 '-

1:.Z3 80.441) : :

1,365 74". 4*,
t ..: Nit

+ 44,.1 - 3,,(11

" 31:1'.. - 451,

-2.082 .105,430

00.19.2 J

-+ 739

2.321

o.1.38

.. 35.3t .5,3%

a

I-

'.0TE' -,;ar...3 :A, American. indian.students were not Include,d because )f several In)ccuracles In these lat.)

.e '''

(

4
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''- number ot Black students have graduated trom
and pnivesities during the past live years despite the. laig ,ale

,

equ'ai etiticationaLopportunitY ettort_s at each ot these institution5.

SulAtant progress his been made during the past -NI- h tee vear'; In im-

proving t'le' general management ot the several equal educational opp,,r-
t unz ty p grains . Almost a 1,1 programs now' Inc I ode a comp rehens v,^ data
managemerir .tqmponent, so that information is routinely' g,ithered and
reported abokft the number and characterise ics or the ci rents served,
the serviced providdid, and the impact ot theSe services. The ilta o'r ex-
ceptions to the general progress, in. this area, are ,(1) the Community
College ExtePtded Opporlunity PriigramS and Services (EOk'S ) and,- (2). the

University of i;9,',14.forni a Immediate Outreach and Acadenw: Enhanc'ment
rogrsaws

. . .

t...3.tate7- funded , QUI rea ch efi-fo r't-a .pos seConda t ions con-
t inue ii-i,remphasze,,,operationi :by. Individual i nsti tut ions. rather . than
explicit' cooperative ..i.,nte-rins.titution:il relationships with repret.1-._

Other .colletes and univ'ersiti:ed in the surrounding regiOn.
The inajdr .exceptions to 'the. gefieralizaCion are the institutions which
participate, in Cal-S0A13,7(which by. laW i'nvolves -coopeRtive., interseg-
mental operatioqs) and to" a.rieqset 4xtent, the. Core Student Affirmative
Action. Ptogram at the-Oalf.Corhia State Uri,,ivesity--, 11 A, and the Community
College Student A'ff'-irmative ,Action-cransiti,an Program.

.... .

5 .Three State-funded RroKains are admini-st6'reti, so that program funds are -'

distributed to the campuses throngh 'a. :process which recognizes and
, rewards,- inst itutional effettiveriest in achieving the objectivesf the

,.. progrhiu, These, programs AT Cal-"SOAP . and Core Student' Atfirmae,ive
AtttOnefit" the. State ..Univetzdity, which

,

6.6th employ ah annual- ,i)nikat;fon
grant 'review process, and- the Demonstr ian Project in 2-EVii and
Mathematics, adminis,ered by -the, Stat lepa went of Education, -which
requires pert-iodic evill,uation. of. tlie p jects id the elimination of the

....,Least cost:elfective. The prepopdesra c..e, o'f t te funds are ,;11-ocated
44-t4,0 programs which do not place a primary iiipti-as1Aupon project effective-

./ ..-riSs in thck 'stribytionf the funds to the .clmpuNs.
,r...- 2r ; a -

n p1. An .1)u(s,i41 ecvaluaeibn oP the.. MESA 13tog.ram has been completed by the
Centel' fOr:..0.;:er Study of Eva/nation a-t UCLA.: 'The Center c-.onc,luded that

:,. the dElEr'.0rogi-atn is well:\'impleinent,ed- with a Coherent set ot;' component -1

.177, .

... , services4 in ,place that reach-. targeted students. Furth.r, tke . MESA...,. , - :, 4 ,i
rog ram .tli: a erceived as effective by codr,Aina tors . advisorsN patents,VA,

st.,,,,t-44,,.-:, .F.tiese perceptions are b6-4---n6ioiit by .-datar,on aad,e.mic.
Pe ,,,,, ..ifidicating ttot MESA students form significantly htgAier.4 ,

thin .-students of ;the same ethnic,,backeou- 1 nationwide and 'than other
xol,-lege-preparatory students in ;their own schools." ,rt-r..,- .

. .0., .

. . i
A final- evaluation .6f the .Ca I.-SOAP ptogram,has been compltted, by the

. Postsevcohdary. Educatioil Commission, with the `conclusion' p,resentd that
.

i

., "three years of e.4periment.t.kon. by 'Cal-SOAP, have demon&trated that
substant4tal benefits rckstilt 'from- Interinstitutional coordination if
outreach servtpt,vt.trt dup 1 i cat ion of.' effort by colleges -.is 4oit il ,tedti ,

:r..
.A -`'JI

'l
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ind the ,servsicts provided to students are enhanted .1 rho i.ommiion
has therefot-e' recommended'that a new Cal-SOAP program be establi.shed.in\
'Summer 1984, with a narrower- range of projects embodying
natures of the existing interinstitutional efforts. (Thls recoMmendo-

,

tion is included in SB 80y, as .introduced by Senator Hatt in `L

I983.) rlis proposed new program would repl.ice the existing pi,,glam,
which -411 l terminate 'on June JO, 1.98'4.

8. the Legislature has directed the Postsecondary Education Commission to
, evaluate-the Core Student),Affirmative Action PriMrath at. the StaCe Uni-*

versity. In A review of Core published in January 1983, the Commission
concluded that "almost all of the 19 State University ,campuses have 0

made progress- in implementing the Core Program . - . . The outreach
.eomponent of the Core Program has been Positively ,received by'higtr
school counselors and staff, who regard the Cpre staff as. reliable,
wellL,trained, and effective. Available (fat:a indicate that increasing

,
.nuMbets A minorAy students from secondary schools served,by the Core
Program are enrolling in college.'" Tile Commission also concluded that
the outreach programs on most State University campuses need to be

/coordinated mot-e- mffectively and -that many campuses have nat. succeeded
,in e§1.ablishing interSegMental outreach efforts. A.4nal comprehensive
evaluation of the Core. Program will be completed= by the.Commisscon
prior t legislative review Of the 1984-85 Budget

.... .
.

9.- The Legislature has maintained an inconsistent pol.i.cy on the evaluation 1

'of equal edticatignal opportunity programs. While directing that' are .

outside evaluation be completed of the MESA,'Cal-cSOAP, and ,Core Student
'. , Affirmative Action (CSU) programs, theAegiSlature has delegated the

..

responsibility for evaldaN.ng the Univer.sity of California's programs
to the University systemwide office. Prior to 1977, the Legislature
requested an outside-'evaluation of the State University's. Educational
Opportunity Program )afid the Conmianity Colleges' Extended Opportunity

,,L Programs and Services (EOPS). 'However, .si.ace'that date, the evaluation
, resRonsi ilities have b.een.lelegated to the systemwide. administrative'

offices .'arrid'no-'comprehenaivelke ie s, been attempted to assess the
, ,effectiveness ofleithenprOg As c'a re'ult'of this policy, thpte -is

1

uneven' powledge.\ bout,. the le thons and effectiveness of s6veral -,

. ,,W -etkial e_ducationat ;Sp ' &nit'? prsograMs . , ',

,,4,

A A
V4- 7

'4e'
10 ,DUring.4ach of the' 1.1.3t o years, the University of California System-

wide Office_hWiubtished. data-demon*trating the.impact of the , -Early
, Outreach PraXy which. Serves approximately 17,000 secondary school.

students anntia
.
irii.. 'The objective of this program is to increase the

,

number of tArg*t stOdents who achieve eli:gibijity for, admission to
public'four-yea?' collegeS. Data p"rovided by the Systemwide Office
indicate that 37.5 percent of the 1,0/5 early outreach participants
graduating, in. June 1981 Were eligible for .the University, with 22
percent of the parrcicipants actually enrolling in the University. The

.4at.,:i fpr the folloWing year, indicate that' 27.,.2 percent of the 2,365

.early bu,reach participants 'eve eli.4,i4:1e for the University, with 16.8
percent actually enrolling Ni,th University. SysteMwide, 73.b percent
of thi early.,outreach participants graduating with the class oft-1982,
enrolled ,irWa" public 'po$tecoadarjr iutitutioq, (Fin -'comparative

purposes,
.
approxim*tely 60 percOnt of all. -high "schipol graduates enroll

. ,. . .

1-
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in poste(ondacy last-itutious.) There is cowadelahle imou4

the ,_ampuses in their University eligibility rate (rom chit'

1982, with a high of 'oo.2 perce* at.SantaCruz to i low oi io. ) porccnt

At Davis.

lip the A(*demit_ Enrichment Program o the University ot A '

pilot p'rogram-irlitiated tour years ago to esta6IrSh proje(ts

involving University faculty working directly with secon)Liry s (tool
students. As reported last year by the Commission', the University has
thus tar not completed.a comprehensive evaluation to ilIentity what was

learned from this experimental effort., Moreover, during the past year,
the Systemwide Administration .bas not gathered the impact data necessary
fur such an evaluation from three of the four campuses which have AEP
projects.

12 The Commudisity College Extended Opportunity Programs and Seuv"ices is the
largest State-funded 'program designed 'to identify and retain low-
income, educationally_ disadvantaged students in postsecondary educa-
tion. During the past year, the program served approximately 68,000
students, 'with an average expenditure of $360 per studentr During
1980-81, an EOPS Evaluation Study Group was established to update
exist in evaluation procedures.through:thedevelopment and recommenda-
tion of long-range evaluation strategies for EOPS in the 1980s. While
the Chancellor's Office staff is working to .implement many of these
recommendations, and while some information is now available about the
grade point average of EOPS,students, the general data necessary to
assess the relative success of this program are not avai.dkahle.

13, During the pAst 12 years, the Educational Opportunity Program at the
California State University has played an important role in providing
access and support at baccalaureate awardin 'institutions for low-

income and ethnic minority students who do not meet regular admiss'iuns
standards-but.who are considered to have the ,potential to succeed at an
academic institption. During 1980-81, more thin 6,200 .low-income and
ethnic minority students enrolled Ln the State University.as LOP students
with approximately 70 percent of them not eligible under the regular
admissions requiremehts. Approximately 52 percent'of ttie Black stu-
dents and 31 percent of the Chicano students enrolled in the State
Universitz, are EOP students. Less than 4 percent of the new EOP en-
rollees in Fall 1980 -were academically disqualdified after t first

year. of study. During 1980-81, the State University graduatelr08 LOP
students, with 147 of these students completing their studies in Busi-
ness Management. 'Two important trends.during the past few years in the
LOP program at the State :University are (1) a decreasiing number of
students being served through the program, and (2) a decreasing aumhet
of EOP student graduating from the University (fog example; the 'number
of grquateS, decreased- from 848 in 1979-80 to 78 during 1980-81.)
Chancellor's Office staff has.speculateil that t e lack of available
financial assistance (primarily federal funds) h s affected the enroll-
ment of LOP students'. Preliminary figures for 1 2-83 shcow an increase

in enrollment, which may be related to the incr sed availability of
tedet'al, funds during the same period.

-25-
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fornia, Berkeley, is a non-state funded effort which,t0S had signiti-,
ta'ut. impact IA working with ethnic minority and woliien.studenN. Elie

undergraduate comp'ohent of this progi,-am currently piovitles vaitous
services to approximately. 200 undorgraduatos at Berkeley who ..ire en-

. fil,itAtti sin any of 2,=4 Mathematics, scie;ice,-and 1::nglish courses. Now III
its P.Cfth year of operation, available qata Indicate that PUP students
have consistently out performed their non-PDP minority cnuntrpArt:, in
each of the project's target courses. loreover,' in many ot these
courses, the average grade of PDP students hav been equal to or.higher
than that of their nOn-minority-claSsmates.. While the program has
helped toimprove the academic performance of the p4rilcIpating/siu-
dents, it'has also' been successful. in keeping studentS in the niver-
sity. Ava'ilable data indicate that the proportion of PDP students
completing four.and seven academic terms is ht-ghJr th'aif,that 'among both
their minority and their non- pminority claiates.. Because of the

demonstrated success of the PDP approach., efforts have been initiated
to establish similar pYojects at UCLA, UC San Diego, and CSU San Diego.
The funding for this effort has come from four sources: faculty con-
tributions, institutional contributions, the private sector, and the
U.S. government. This last source of funding well end iv June-1983.

,The University of California systemwide office has collected relatively
. .codatayehensiv6 data about students served thrdugh the academic support

selTices for minority and low- income students. The January 1983 report
from that office, gave emphasis 'to summer ton programs at the Santra

Diego end Berkeley campuses. The San Die o program provides summer
instruction and pre-entrance counseling to high risk minority and
low-income students whowill be enrolling at the University in Oise

tall. Available data indicate these services, as well as follow-up
academic assistance and counseling throughout the first Year, signifi-
cantly improve the retention rate of the target students. A report
from the 'campus states that "it is important to emphasize the distinc-
tion between a program that is primarily intended.to remediate dyficia-
cies and one whose main purpose' is to inteate low-income and minority
students into the campus. Summer Bridge is not a, remedial program.
For example, although some students arrive with deficiencies in math
skills, others are proficiedt . . . . The Summer Bridge program is
designed 'to address many. issues that affect a student's decision to
stay at the University, to build a network of peer group support, and
to make the campus a familiar place bet:bre the tall (porter begins.''
While many four-year colleges have similar summer transition programs,
these programs are all small-scale efforts serving a relatively small-.
proportion of the incoming ethnic minority and low-income students.

fi

a
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0tdVr to increase substantially the number of 'ethni. minociy ;(odonts
graduating from .post_secopdary ,InStItut.tohs during. the next Live Hit'

priorities in StaLc funding of outreach and suppoOt,service progiams !,hould
be tli impr4ed academic preparation ot ethnic MIUOUlt\t students while thy
Aue enrolled in secondary school, (2) ncrvased retention ot miporICv SLI
depts enrolling in college, particularly those. ma)ot'ing in the lrithematit s.
and science-based disciplines, and .(3) increased transition of minority
students from two-year to tour -year institutions, after these students have
t:ompleted their academic objectives at the COmmunitv Colleges. In working

toward, the achievement of these pkioritles, particular ,emphasis should-be
placed upon cooperative interinstitutional efforts as a means lo utilize the
existing limited.resources as effecti-vely as possible.

Within this general framework of priorities, the Commission -stall "?ecommenda-
tioos-for-the 1983-84 Budget are the following:

1: If the, Legislature wishes to augment equal edUcational opportunity
budgets., then, the first priority in the allocation of this funding

shuld be for' the operation of the undergraduate component of the Pro-
fesrsional Development Program at the University of California oaf Berkeley
(which is losing its federal funding in July 1983), and "the replication
of this model on oth'r selected tour -year campuses. Thesefunds should
he allocated through 'a competitive process with institutions expectex to

provide equal dollar matching. If additional funding is not availab e,
the University of California Systemwid shOuld give high priority to:
(1) maintaining pirrent, funding levels for the Berkeley program, and (2)
if pAssible, replicating the Berkeley program on o4Aer University ot
California by reallocating. existing Stotte (1711ars provided fur

programs to improve retention:

Current funding levels should be Atinued through 1983-'84 for those
equal educational opportunity programs which* have recently been reviewed
as successful by an outs'ide evaluation agency. These-programs ire,. (l)

MESA/MEP,' (2) Core Student Affirmative Action in-the State University,
(j) the Demonstration Projects in Reading and Mathematics, and (41

Cal-SOAP.

J. Current funding' levels for the-University of Californi.a's'Early Outreach
Program should be continued through 1983-84.-.However, since this is the
only sizable outreach effo'tt by colleges working at the junior high
level; and since,preliminary data provided, by the University indicate
some program success,- it is imperative that an outside evaluation of
this program'he conducted by non-University employees prior to decisions
about the 1.984-85 Budget:.

41 Current funding 16"els for the State University's Educational Oppor-
w

tuoity Program s'hould he contininid through 1983-84'. "During the next

nine months, representatives frolii the State Uniyersity, working with
'staff from the Postsecondary Education CommOtsion, the Legislative

33
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Anolyt's Ottice, ond thr Caliiowiio Community lolloges, 1.04.ices.

existing as,woll .as alternative? strategiesto provide tinanktat
Lance and comprehenkiVe academic support for students from:low-inipme at
disadvantaged educational backgronnds why) do not meet (he regular admis-
sions requirements at public four-vear colleges but who have demonstated
poteptial to complete baccalaureate programs. the c.oucAosiow. and

4 recommehllAtions of-the CSU Systemwide EOP Advisqry Committee icrialied by
President La Bounty of CSPU, Pomona) should be considered by this ,N hoc
committee as't conducts this review. Prior to legislative review of
the1984-85,Budget,.t.his ad hoc committee should recommend an effective
and efficient strategy to achieve this objective.

The. lack of availabte information about students served through the
Community Colleges' Extended Opportunity Programs and Services precludes
the Commission, from making recommendations about appropriate funding
levels for this program in 1983-84. JA order to provide more detailed
Information about the impact of the EOPS program, the Chantellor's
Office shoula hire an ()aside evaluator with the responsibility of
determining thee_ proportion of EOPS students who complete degree or
certificate programs and/or transfer to four-year institutions, 'as well
.is any other information considered etsential in determining the relative
success of the EQPS program'. On the basis of similar program evaluations,
it is estimated that this evaluation will cost U,OUID, which the Chancellor's
Office should fund from existing resources. This evaluation should be
(iompleted prior to legislative review of the 1984-85' Budget/

0- The University of Cal.itornia and the California Site University should
he directed to prepare plans (with a timetable for implementation) for
consolidating on each campus existing student affirmative action pr'ograms,
educational opportunity programs, and other appropriate- programs and
services. This consolidated effort should include two componentsout-
reach and etention.- In preparing these plans which should be submitted
to the Legislative Budget Committees by February 1, 1984, each system-
wide offic'e should:

. Allow sufficient flexibility 1,n the implementationof the concept so
that each campus has the ability to adopt a model whith is respon-
sive to local. campus needs,

h, Provide for the continuation of all necessary services provided by
existing provams,

c. Restructure the programs based upon an appraisal of the effective-
!less of existing services,

d. Include a process fo'r the distribution of program funds which recog-
nizes and rewards Anstituttonal effectiveness in achievong the

- objectives of the program4 and

Emphasize the Active involvement in the operations of the program by
serrior administrators and tacqlty, with equal educational oppor-
tunity efforts defined as comprehensive insittulional efforts boor-

, dinating all existingcompus resources.

-28-
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htprt-ient-ri v !'s 111 the Nrgffirtit pub! it nitl.ri I 0Ini it , .I:--
Well- AN stoondary education, should he diretted to work ',:tt_11 tilt'

in the preparation of J plan IOC IlvW dilektionz. in i'q11.1.1

edutitional opportunity efforts which wilL
4W

Wirt.

Place expanded responsibility for stiengthoning college prepaGitor(:.
curiikula of minority and low-tali-ow students with the ,.ekondary
,;( hoots and the State Department of jEducil

h. Propose developmental outreach effort/ (tutoring and academic
enhancement) for secondary school ,tudimits which include the active
and coordinated efforts of secondary and postsecondary educators,

Place greater responsibility for the 41clivery ot informational

out reach serviAs oft t rite rsergmenta efforts)in the geographical
Areas where they seem most appropriate,

d. Place expanded and shared resTonsibility with the three public
segments of postsecondar'y education. for increasing the transfer
opportunities from Community Colleges to baccalaureate awarding
Institutions for tow-income and-ethnic minority students, and

. Propose an evaluation strategy to he used by the Commission iii. the

annual review of al State-funded equal edui:ational opportunity

programs'so that c rehensive and comparable information is avail-
able about tie operations and ettectiveness of each program. This

plan should he prepared prior to legislative review of the 1984-85
Budget Act.

e
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Summary ot Existing Outreadi and
Support Service Programs

cafilornia Community Colleges Extended opportunity
Programs and Services EOPS.) .5 2

calitania Community 'College S' Student Affirmative Action
and Extended Opportunities Program afid Services (1:0PS
Transition Projects

California State Department of Education , Demon3tration
tracfrarri1-; in Reading and Mathematics

california State Department of Education, Special
Projects 'Unit

California State University Core Student
Affirmative Action Program

lifornia State University Educational
Opportunity Program (E6P)

California Student Opportunity and Access Program (Cal-SOAP)

Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement MESA) 53

Quest for Engineering, Science and Technology (QUEST)
A Minority Engineering ,Program

special Programs for Disadvantaged Students SR

California Upsesod Bound Projects 58
Cal.ifornia Talent Search Pnejects 1)1

Calffortiia Educational Opportunity Centers 6,1

California Special Services for .Disadvantaged Students

Lniversity,of C4litornia Academic Enrichment Programs

University of California Academic Support Services

University of California .Early- Outreach Program
(Partnership--Junior. High School Component)

ljniversity 'of California Early Outreach Program
(Partnership--Senior High School Component)

Lniversity ot California Immed+ate Outreach Program
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES EXTENDED ()P PO WIT N11 Y
PROGRAMS AND SERVICES ( EOPS )

The Extended Opportunity Program and Services tEOPS) of the Calit,r-
nia Community Colleges, established in 1969, is directed toward the
wm1 of recruiting and retaining students handicapped by language,
social and.economic disadvantagesand facilitating their successful
participation in the educational pursuits of the college. Eligibil-
ity criterfa for the EOPS program are primarily economic. Title 5
of.the California Admini$trative Code states that EOPS students
cannot have .a family income greater than $9,999 for a family of
tour, $8;999 for a family of three, and $6,999 for aamilv of two.
Efforts to identify EOPS students concentrette on students already
enrolled at the Community Colleges as well as students in the higii
sf.:hools.

The basic services of the FOPS program a re:

. Tutoring in academic subjects for Community College students.

Academic and career counseling for Community College students.

Outreach, including direct recruitment, early contact with
junior high schobl level students, and special readiness activi-
ties prior to college,enrollment.

Special instruction, such as in basic skills, study skills,
language development, translation, library utilization, career
planning classes, and ethnic studies.

Cultural enrichment functions, designed to enhance the appreci-
ation of cultural differences and -similarities among students
and college staff.

b. -b irect grants, work-study, and/or short-terM loans.

Funding History

19716-77 1.977 -78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82
$11,484,027 $13,983,157 $17,389,919 $20,472,1692 $23,462,000 $24J61,000,,

Funding Utilization: The Chancellor's Office reports that approxi-
mately 41 percent of total EOPS funds are utilized fot direct
financial ai,d, 49 percent are utilized for educational programs and
support services, and 9 percent are utilized for general management
services. ,/i.thin the category of services, 1:0 percent of total
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funds Ar utilized for outreach, 1; percent for,instruction
tutoring, 13 percent for counseling, and 9 percent !-or other sou-

vicqs.

Numbers >Served

1.976-7T 1917 -78 1978-79 1.979-80 1980-81 1981-8,2_

40,724 48,679 59,001 62,381 67,890 6-7,890

Evaltiption ptita

In 1976, the Evaluation and Training Institute prepc'e0 a report

entitled "The Study of Extended Opportunity Programs and Services"
which was'prepared to provide ". . 3 comprehensive evaluation of
EOPS with conclusions relative to determining the extent of Community
Colleges meeting the objectives . " specified for EOPS. In

1979, the Chancellor's Office issued a preliminary report to the
Legis4ture on the "Impact of EOPS can _Participating Students

Terms of Outreach, Retention,'and Post-College Follow-up." In

addition, annual reports are made to the Board of Governors about-
the EOPS program. During 1980-81, an EOPS Evaluation Study'Group
waik established -'to update existing evaluation. procedures through

the development and'recommendation of long-range evaluation strate-
gies for EOPS in the 1980s. During the past two years, the Chancel-
lor's Office staff 'has worked to implement many of these recommenda-
tions.

ORM
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(:AI.IFORNIA COMMUNITY C(...4.-LEGES. STUDENT AFFIRM'FIVE
ACTION AND EXTENDED OpPoRTUNIVES PRoGRAN AND
SERVICES cEOPs) TRANSITION PROJECTS

The California Community Collegrs received funding in the IO80-81

Budget to establish three pilot student affirmative action trausi-
tiomprojects designed to:

I. Identity potential transfer st2eents from underrepresented
ethnic minorities on eoch campus nnd to provide them with
support services,

Provide opportunities for these students. to enrd-11/conctirrentiv

at a tour-year instAtution in an attempt to acquaint them with

the academic skills necessary for success at a four-vear inst.'-

tution,

Provide opportunities fo4- work experience internships for these

students, and

4. Orient two- and four-year college personnel to inc ase their

sensitivity and responsiveness to the special proilems of

disadvantaged transfer studempp.

In January 1981, the Chancellor' Office selected.three project

sites involving the following campuses:

Sacramento: California State University, Sacramento
.
Sierra Community College

Merced/Modesto: California State .College, Stanislaus
Merced ColleV
Modesto Junior ColJege
San Joaquin Delta College

S:in Diego:

t

I
Point Loma College .

San Div() City College
San Diego Community College District
Sad Diego Mesa College
San Diego Miramar College
San Diego State University .

Southwestern College
United States International University
University of California, San Diego

-34-
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Funding History

rho projects began serving pattitspaili.-: .,p: An.;
with approximately $72,000 each in tunding Cis: resat

&January 83 - June 83) avetaged $37,000 tor

Numbers Servekl

1981 !982.

Sacramento 55

Merced 1 (5

Er.

San Diego 120 t

In addition to the three Studeuz -Affirmativt Tripsittpn.
Projects, six Community Colleges are implementing .nsitlbn pilot
projects through Extended Opportunit_ies Program and S rvIces (EOPS).
These project sites include-: Butte College, Monterey Peninsula
College, Chab9t College, -Santa Ana CoLlele, and a joint project at
Imperial Valley-and Palomar Colleges. The EOPS Transition. Projects
began in October 1981 under three broad program areas: (1)Studnt
Transition (gendral), (2) Math/Science, and (3) Innovative Projects.

Funding History

Project funding in 1.981-82 ranged from $8,0Q0 to $57,000, for
total of. $212;000 for all six projects. In 1982-83, project-fund-
ing ranged from $20,200 to Ili9,500, for a total of $243,465.,

c

0
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Numbers served

1981-82
1982 -83

(41stimated)

Butte 50. 40.

Monterey 25 70

. Chabot 75 100

Santa Ana 30

Imperial Valley 240 300

Palomar, 166' 334.

e Evaluation Data

,The Postsecondary Education Commission has the responsibility' t6
report to the Legislature by December 31, 1983, ran the effectiveness'
of student. affirmative action transition projects projects in the
Community Colleges.

In addition, the Commission will evaluate the six EOPS transition
projects. Because of the similarity between the SAA and EOPS
transition projects, it was determitled by Commission staff that one
evaluation of all nine projects would provide more comprehensive
data on, problems and.bmriers to transfer.
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF. EDITCA`iION, .DEJIONSTRA-
TIoN PRoGRAVS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS

A
The Demonstration Programs,in rebding-And,matheMatics were created
in 1969 when the California State Legislature'enaoted,Assembly Bill

938 with an appropriation of $3 million:. AB 938 represents an
effort to stress proficiency' in reading and/or mathematics for.
student' populations from low-income-neighborhoods, high transiency,'
and low test-scores in grides 7, 8, and 9.

Eligible districts defined as "those having schools ot greatest
need" ,can compete for first-year,appropriations to support a program
in the seventh grade, the, eighth grade in the second year, and the
ninth grade in the third of a junior high school.

Under legislative mandate, in-order to keep their- funding, partici-
pating schools must:

Show definite academic' improvement for underachieving youngsters
in reading and/or mathematics.

Create a highly systematized program which could bereplicated
at another school site.

Produce high student achieveMent.

Di'sseminate inforMation to other school people about successful
practices learned in the programs.

A

Furiding History

Funding for the -Demonstration Programs has .continued at approximately
$3 million annually since the Program beganAli 1969. The funding

level for the 1982-83 current budget consists of $3,558,000 for
approximately 28 Demonstration Projects repeesenting 19 districts
throughout the State. -The .funding formula for the Programs takes
into account learning,,achievement based on the-difference between
expected-gainT-in achievement and .actual gains', as measured by pee,
and post-test scores in the ComprehensiVe Test of Basic Skills
(CTBS) and the program cost per school site. The least cost effec-

tive schools are dr,opped from the Program eaGh-year.

a

-37-
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Nurnbcrs Served:

Appi-oximattely 9,0,p $tuden,Cs A-e-expecCed to be '7.',erved in 1.'82-6)

Evaluation .

The cbmprehens ivq evalteet.i4in ties rgn per proja.47t is determined
eta! rely tit the loyal,district or school level. Intormation report
e-d bY the. State Department of Education stemma;ttg from the, 1981,82
local evra lua t -tont indicateP a mediarl 2,5 maths' of "growth .;

reading And 2..9 ,mon,ths of grult..h, in Ma thema t ica- per eactl yOnth t

program ruct ion. Dtiting'khe same s cliool yea r, the median
Inc reS ise n reading- was 183 percAt and j70 percent ma thema t
over predicted scores i ligta of 'the Low pre-test scopn. character-

istics of participating -students. '9CcIdi thei;egislative,
Analyst: s Office reviewed the Program rii detail inpre.pnriapnqor
their anarys is of. the 480-81 Budget 'B i I I and colic 'Aided 11E3 t the .

Demonstration Progi-anisr'at*T:

exemplary progritms

providing leaderShip to other- Scho6,1,s with, c.ompensatoryr
7pducation,

program funding; and

appear to.,:result in 'improved student vperformance

S
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FORN rA t.>"(ATE
D.F.:1-5ARTMENI%'OF..

1)110,1t CTS

,,
,-

t.rnivt!rsity and CiAlege 9pporituifitie8 Brogrwt tESEA "1 .tic-IV-:(:)
, .

.. _ ,

Title 1V:-C of th'e federkt. Elepintary and Secondary EducAtion Act
provides funding for .local edticaLien4i. Agenci.es.,to.deverop and

lie0 test new mlAel's, ::d344(Ine4 Strategies,' ap<1....sot1tt.Abs. to

current educational priplw*:: While any of the-i4ntified project
vatgories can. be direct,e-d/OWal,d the needlof.etbnic minority and
low - income students-, th(if.Calif*.i.a. StatelX.oatd of Education has.

reserved ftnidi,ns.forjtojects.wAch 'deal °%hth the-preparation of
minority stitleltsr.s.ticcessfut co1,1. .and unlyersity perform-
ance., Through the framework of the UnOthit'y and-ti;ollege Oppor-
t4ities Program, 10 grants were awarded in 1979 to edivational
agencies with,the general itbal 'Of increaling the number of students

A from urideireepcesented.gron4 who are eligibtefor and enroll in a
iourvear college 'or" university. The *ecific biecttives of the

.:,
Oojects included the folllowing:

1. Participating.gtudents complete a college-preparatory curricu-
lum which meets the Univer-sity' of Catifornia's minimum entrance
requiremente;..

PrOject. staff- and school faculty develop special teaching
skins and be knowledgeable about strategies for meeting the
unique needs of potentially high-achieving minorlty students;

I. Parents (guardians) of participating students be knowledge-
Mile about college academic requirements and be supportive of

participationarticipation in the college preparation
program; and

4 Participating studedts be aware of their career interests and
what academic preparation is requirod for each such career.

Due,to the competitive_ nature of-IV-C funding and the annual appli-
cation .process,. 6 of tne 10 projects were funded as third-year
replica.tion projects in 1981-82. Each unded site replicated its

.program at a new trish school site with little new money in addition
to the 'previously funded ,sites. The ,six projects and grants, as

a
selected by the State'Department of Education, for 1981-82 were as

1 -39-
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Angeles Unified School Dis-
rict; "High School University
Interaction Program," to serve
309 students

1 979-80 080-81 . 1981-82

$94 , 45.3

2, Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict: "Prep," to serve 915
students' 8VT.,975

Orange County Department of Edu-
cation: ''Students' Capture Oppor-
tunities to Redirect Their Educa-
tion (SCORE)," to serve 835
students 79,411

4. Sacramento City Unified School
District: "Operation Iccess:J
A Collele Headstart Program,"
to serve 433 students

.5. Oakland trified S_choal District:
"Oaktand7t'cholars and Achievers
College Eligibility Program," to
serve 625 students

San Diego Comity Department of
Educat on: "Operation Success,
to sere 360 students

67,671

71,000

73,957

.92,787 89,257

79,346 96,606

S 103, 1

67,b71

65,458

62 457

64,423

67,000 66,159

Ini1982-83, two of the projects (Project PREP in Los Angeles and Project
SCORE .in Orange County) were selected as exemplary by the State Depart-
ment of Education, and the project directors were hired for the year
to travel throughout the State and present their findings to colle,agues
tn secondary and postsecondary.institutions.

d

Prograin Funding History.

1979-80
s700,000

Numbers Served

1.9846-81.

$700,000
1981 -82

$459,964

During the initial year of the program, 4,627 secondary schii,o1
students were served. In the 1980-84 year, 5,471 students were
served and 3,477 students are expected to be served in ta81-82.
During 1982-83, which is the final year of funding for the two

exemplary projects, students are,not being served directly.

-40-
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(:ALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY LORE STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE
AcTIQN PROGRAM

Fhe Core. Student Affirmative Action program is designed to respond
to the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities, low-income indi-
viduals, and women in the California State University and Colleges
system. As implemented on each campus in the State University
system'in 1980-81, the "Core" program provides fdr:- (1) intensive
oulfeach at the undergeoduate -level to identity and assist regularly
elrgible applicants; (2) expansion of basic retention effort's for
minority, low-Income and women students; and (3) educational en-
hancement and improvement in counselor and teacher preparation.

1

In 1978-79, State General Fund support ($130,000) was provided for
pilot outreach efforts by three State University campuses--Dominguez
'lilts, Fresno, and San Jose. The primary emphasis of each of these
pilot projects was to experiment with nontraditional outreach
approaches. At the Fresno campus,. for example, the primary objec-
tive was to increase the enrollment of Chicano students from the
northern an Joaquin Valley through contact with parents and pro-
spective students at community and high school cultural programs of
ethnic theater, dance, music, and art.

in 1979-80, State General Fund support ($730,000) was provided to:
(1) continue the special 'outreach projects initiated during the
1978-79 academic year on the Dominguez Hills, Fresno, and San Jose
campuses; (2) establish on the four CSUC campuses located in the
Los Angeles Basin a unique regional outreacheffort in conjunction
with the Los Angeles Unifled School District; and (3) establish on
two CSUC campuses region31 Outreach approaches in rural settings,
The project in the Los Angeles area linked foUr CSUC campuses with
17 high schools in a cooperative program with four basic components:

-(I) ,a regional_advisory group with representatives from the high
schools, Community Colleges, and xhe State University, which had
the responsibility to "coordinate and deploy available resources to
meet most effectively the needs of the region;" (2) paraprofessional
outreach to high schools, with tj-,ained- college students assisting.
professional staff; (3) extensive involvement of parents in the
outreach effort; and (4) counselor in-service trai'ning programs'
designed to develop workshop model4 and materials which will provide
relevant and accurate information to counselors to increase-their
awareness of the needs of ethnic minority students.

As a result of these pilot projects, 4,169 applications to higher
education institutions were generated. Of these applications,
3,261 were offered admission to a college or :.university. Of the
-nearly 4,200 applications generated, 47.8 per'cent were to CSUC
campuses, 36.6 percent were to Community College campuses, and 4S.o
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4,

percent were CO the University of 'California or other tnstitulion%
independent taut-of-stato izolieges).

In 1980-81 and subsequent vears, State General Fund support haN
been was provided to establish and operate a "Core Student A(firma:
tive Action" effort on all 19 CSUC campuses. Each campus developed
an action plan designed to coordinate and expand, where necessary,
existing services, resourceg, personnel, and policies within the
areas of outreach, retention/supportive services, and educational
enhancement. Throirgh a competitive proposql review process, avail-
able funding is allocated among the 19 campuses, with the funding
levels dbring 198Z-83 ranging from a low of $50,618 to $165,879.
(Representatives frqm the De'partment.of Finance, Legislative Budget
Committee, and the Postsecondary Education Commission participated
in the proposal review process.) There are seven bpsic c6mpitients
to the Core approach as it is being implemented in the CSUC system:
(1) outreach efforts directed to the family unit; (2) expanded
direct relations between the University and the minority community;
(1) use of noptraditional, culturally sens,aive media and information
dissemination practices; (4) developmeint af.a mbre supportive
college enatironment; (5) CSIIC faculty and staff in-servicing activi-
ties; (6) intersegmental cooperation between high schools, Community
Colleges, the University of .California, and othe postsecondary
institutions; and (7) improvement kiid augmentation of counselor and
teacher, education programs. In 1980-81, available funds were
allocated with 60 percent for outreach,'30 percent for'retention,
and 10 percent Tor educationail. enhancement: During subsequent
years, funds have been allocated with 40 percent for 40

percent for retention, and 20 percent for educational enhancement.

In October 1981, five CSU Core SAA programs received special funding
to establish and test experimental retention-center pilot projects.
The primary objective of the Centers was to augment current reten-
tion resources through the development of a centralized intake,
diagnostic and referral mechanism that would 'assist SAA target.

students to better utilize existing resources. The five.campuses
with these referral centers were: Chico; Dominguez Hills; Northridge
San Jose, and Sonoma.

Funding' History

1978-79

$130,000

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1979-80

$730,000

it

l980-81

$1,881,828

1114.11'4-82

(

1982-83

$2,389,481 $2,558,489
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Numhers served

Fht CSUC Chancellor's Off.ice annually publishes A ipoif entitled
"Funded Stu'dent Affirmative Action Projects in the California-State
University" and Colleges:.. 4ctvities and Accomplishments'l winch
provides detailed informan concerning the number of out_roach and
retention activities, the number Of participants itt,each activity
the number of applica-tions generated, and the number of applic-a-
tionS accepted.

.,-

These reports proVide the following information:

Outreach Activity

1980-81 1981-82

Outreach events 1,392 1,139

Number of distinct participants 48,991 41,913

Number of applicai.ions.generated* 6,930 7,530

Number of applications accepted* 4,440 5,103

Includes applications to all segments of higher education.

Retention Activity

These retention activities include: academic advisory, counseling,

tutoring., peer mentor, faculty mentor, orientation, workshops,
cultikal events, referrals, learning assistance, and testing.

1980-e

Number of distinct pa%ticipants
Referral Center Projects: plumber

of distinct particpants

5,964

Educational Enhancement Activity

1981-82

3,739

1,380

l'hese educational enhancement activities include: campus and field

in-service sessions, campus and field class presentations, and
campus and community organIzation presentations.

Educational Enhancement Activities
Number of participants

-43-
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1980-81 1981-82

81 552

6,581 7,251;
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F.'Aittattort Data

0 .

Slue.the Core SiA program is In the third VOAQ .)1 opeiatimki,

the dara necessdry for a compr6hensTve assessment of the program
Are not yet available. The Postsecondary Education Commission,
whtt.h has the respOnsibility to evaluate the program, repovted in
An review of the program ished in January 1983, that

Almost all of Ike 19 State University campuses have made progress
in iwplementing t e Core Program. This progress reflects the
involvement of senior campus administrators and faculty as well
as strong admiutistreitive support from the Chancellor's Office.

The outreach component of the-Core Program has been positive v
received by high school counselors and staff, who regard t e

Core staff as reliable, .well-trained, and effective. Available
data indicate that itx6reasing number of minority students from
secondary schools served by the Core Program are enrolling in
college.

Better coordination of the outreach programs Ian most State Uni-
versity campuses is needed. The establishment of Core-outreach
has meant that three different offices now provide outreach
services on most of these campuses. Better coordination among
these offices will increase the effective .use_of_the limited
resourcefravailable for this function. The Office of Student
Outreach Services on the San Diego State University campus
provides a,MOdel for outreach coordijiatio4 that other campuses
might well adopt.-

,(
MAL State University campuses have notsucceeded in establishl
,ing. intersemehtal out each efforts. The Chancellor's Office
has prescribed that ach campus create a Student Affirmative
Action Advivry Committee designed to coordinate activities
among colleges within the region.:These committees have generally,
been ineffect've in the achievement of that objective, and most

%P)State Uni rsrity outreach staff have only limited contact tith
their University of California colleagues.

FiriM.ly, the Chahcellor's OffiCe has'. developed an effective
process for distributing State funds to those campuses making
the most progress in implementing the Core Program. Its tompti-
Live ,grant approach has stimulated institutional efforts at
student affirtattive action, rewarded these campuses; that demon-
strate high commitment and successful efforts, and penalized
those with tower commitment and success. As the Core Program
moves into its third yearT.the funding cycle fo'r campuses with
successful programs might be expanded to three years, in order
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to retain the program's competitive element yel 1 le retillcing

time-consuming proposal preparation on these campuses.

During the coming year, the Commission will complete A compt-ohen-
, sive ovluatiyn of the Core SAA program.

N.
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LALIFoRNI.A.sTAriz UNIVERSITY E1)1..c....ATIONAI., OPPORTUNITY
PROCM ( EOP

the California State University and Colleges: EOP program, estab-
lished in 1(1h9, is ihrected toward the goal ot providing atcess and
support for students troM low-income or disadvantaged educational
backgrounds who have the potential to succeed aGademically in

accredited curricula. The program focuses' on admitting primarily
those students 4ho do not meet 'regular admission requirement,s.
-although approximately :30 percent are. admitted as_ regular admits.

The program includes both high schoul studentsprimarily se-
niorsand transfers from community colleges who need support
services to succeed at th()CSUC. Each campus serves high schools
within its service area that have 4 high population4'of di,sadvan-
taged/ inori ty students.

Students are selected for admission irfto EOP on the basis ot Tair

ma )Ur taotors:

1. Disadvantaged applicants admitted as exception admits under
Section 40901 of Title 5;

)
,_. Low- income status and history

fl.
of economic disadvantJgeness;

43_ Potential for success in CSUC accredited curricula; and
vs,

4. Level o educational, cultural and environ;nentaLdisadvantage-'
r

ness.

While access is a major focus of the EOP program, even more impor-
tant are the support service and retention components. E0,1) iNiovides

a continuum"of services beginning with recruitment through admis-
sions, orientation\summer programs, and a heavy. emphasis on tutor-
ing and counseling. Specifically, services proviAliied during recruit-

,

meut and outreach include.:

I. Presentations to high school classes and general assemblies
regarding admissions procedures, .EOP services, and academic
programs.

2... Individual con - ferences with counselors, as well as workshops
regardingWOP policies and admissions procedures.

3. Special film and slide presentations aimed at motivating disad-
vantaged/minority students tooattend college.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Special evening presentations for students and par-. s regarding
admission, financial aid, and other aspects of co lege lite.

vvhen necessary, home visit's 'ire scheduled with parent and

applicant.

o. Campus tours.

. Individual admissions and financial aid counseling.

8. Campus orientation programS.

9. Follow-up and individual assistance with completion of admis
sions and finaneial aid forms.

Funding History

1977-78 1978-79 . 1979-80 1980-81 19§1-82 1982-83

$11,156,888, $11,965,859 $11,,831,399 $13,496,000 $14,117,000 $14,652,000

-

Students Served

'Each year, EUP enrolls approximately b,000 new students as freshmen
or transfer students. Currently, the program has approximately
17,300 new and continuing students.

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-81
1.3,545 13,799 14,797 15,225 15,139 1-57§-.TT

,Budgeted figure per qtaffing formula. Actual data will tie higher.

Among new EOP enrollees in 1979-80, 37.2 percent were 81ack, 23,4
percent were Chicano, and 10.0 percent were White.

7,

Evaluation Data

The Chancellor's Office annually collects comprehensive data about
students served through the Educational Opportunity Program. In

fact, along equal eduCational opportunity programs, this program
appears to have the most comprehensive data network, including
information about the academic performance and graduation rates of
students in the program, by campus', by ethnicity, by sex, and by
-a.cademic discipline:. The available data indicate that the EUP
program has been successful during the past ten years (1) re-

cruiting large numbers of ethnic minority. students into the eSU

system, and (2) retaining these students, who generally do not meet

r
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the regular admis,sions requirements, at a higher rate than othnik
lnorlCv students are retained within the t :sl: systtpn generally.

the Chancelloy's Office reports that (I) among the%,290, pew FP
enrollees in 1979,-80, only 1.78 'were disqualified for acdemi,
reasons; (2) 848 EOP students'were graduated IR 1979-80 with the
largest number of these,pajoring in Public Affairs and Services aui
Business Management, and (3) the mean total GPA for EOP students in
1.979-80 was 2.30. For 1980-81, the Chancellor's Office reports that;
(1) among the 6,256 new EOP enrollees, 119 were disqualified for
academic reasons; (2) 708 EOP students were graduated in i980-81

with the largest number.of these majoring- in Business Management
(l47) apd Public. Affairs and Services (99); and (3) the mean total
GPA for EOP students in 1480-81 was 2.31.

ttc;1 i.
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GALIFORNIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY (\ND : (-7ESS PROGRA;x1
( al-SOSP)

(N,
/

The California Studer . Opportunity and,AItiAccess Pro,gram, as utOtated
in SePtember 1979; es ablished five interinstitutional pilot pioj-
ects designed to Increase\accessibility into postsecondary educa-
tion for low-income high school. and comNunity college students.
The .projects are also expected to reduce unnecessary duplication in
outreach efforts as well air-utilize college :students as petty coun-
selors and tutors for low-income high school students. The five.
projects and .grant awards, ps selected by. the Student Ajd Commis-

4,
sion, are the following:

fr

1. "Central Coast EOP/S Consortium
(Project AQUI) (Santa Clara County)

East Bay Consortium*

3. San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consgytium

4. 6olano University and Community Col-
lege Education. Support Services
(SUCCESS) (Solano -Yolo CoUnties)

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

$51,000 $41,400 $36,000 .6,530

$50,000 $50,000 $62,100 $55,.591

$60,000 $71,000 X6,250 $81,174

$47,000 $43,800 $54,910 $50,9b5

5. South Coast Eopis Consortium
(Orange County) $42,000 $43,800 $54,970 $50,96514

Each project targets students who mbet the income. eligibility .

requirements established by the Student' Aid Commission (a 1978

income of Less than $12,500 for a family of oneto fOur children,
$13,000'with five children, and $13,500 with six children). With
the exception of the San Diego program, the primary goal of the
projects is to raise the achievement level of low-income students
through motivational and.academic support programs such as tutoring,
on-campus living experience, campus visitati:ons, and cultuKal
events and field trips.The primary goal of the San Diego Cal-SOAP
project is to develop a cost - effective system that coordinates and
disseminptes 'information to- target students about postsecondary
opportunities. 'The services provided include peer. and cross-age
counseling, a college information hot-line,. and a 'comprehensive
student information system.

I
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Funding- History

1979-86' 1981-82 1.982-!i5

Tif.)67666 s2.0',50o

Numbers Served

Since-each of tthe projects provided diffei-ing.serv.ices differing
levels of intensity, the number of students served are not compar-
3111e among the: five projects:

e

1981-82

1. Central.Coasbt EOP/S -Conso ium (Project- AQUI),
High Schohl Students Served -. ,

(unduplicated number) 4 206
.Community College:Students_ Served

(unduplicated number) , , 03
Total-expeR4tures, 1981 -82 .- $78J000

.Total expenditures per student served $200.51.

EastIlayConsortiums //_ . .

High Sqhool. Students-Served
(unduplicated number) :. 703

C unity.College Studehts Served
(4 duplicated number') \ . 208

Total Expenditures; 1981 -82 , . .$124',652

Total Expenditures, Per Student served . '. $132.19.
k .

-, .
-

.

San.Diego'County CaliSOAP Consortium
High SchOoVStudentS Served

(unduplicated number) . ,

.
, - 3,933

Community College Students Served .

(undUplicated number) 4 545.
.

Total .Expenditures, 1981-82 $251,609
Total. EvenditureS-Per Student Served $56.19

,

ts

A

,4. Solano County-SUCCESS Consortium
High School4Students 'Served

(unduplicated !lumber) 324
Community College Students Served

(unduplicated number) 13

Total Expenditures, 1981-82 $104,287
Total Expenclitures-Per.Student Served' $309,46

-50-
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). South Coast EOP/S Consortium
High SchoOl Students Served

(unduplicated number)
Community' College Student; Served-

(unduplicated number)
Total Expenditures, 1981-82
Total Expenditures Per Student Served

Evaluation Data

4L

$126,o81
$184.40

The Postsecondary Education Commission has the responsibi.lity 4or
evaluating this pilot, program. In February 1983, the Commission,
in a report'entitled The California Student Opportunit,y and Accei;ss

-

Program: A 'Final Evaluation, concluded that : ,

As a result the provision of Cal-SOAP funding, three

Ilk
new interinst ional consortia were established - -in San
Diego County, ano County, and the EastBay_Counties.
Eaeh of these consortia has facilitated the denary of
educational services to low-income students withilwtheir
region, especially by the'San Diego and Solano County
projects. In addition, two existing consortia ill the

South Coast and Central Coast areas were expanded through
th6 use of Cal-SOAP funding. However, these two pro-
jects--and especially the latter--were ineffective and
failed to actlhieve their objectives.

The Cal-SOAP Prog-ram has identified a moder..for the
delivery Of outreach services to secondary school students
which Yeduced the duplication of effot among colleges
within a region, while also enhancing the-services avail-

.

able to both target students and consortium members.
This model includes an interinstitutional effort to

provide informational, motivational., and acadetic services
to low-income and ethnic` minority students i e secondary
schools. For the, secondary school districe7 the model
supplements counseling activities by assisting school-
sites with college advisement and by coordinating high
school recruitment activities in order to minimVe class-
room interruptions. For the postsecomdary,institutions,
the model complements their outreach activities through
the identification of potential eligibl'applicants,-the
provision of logistical, arrangements for high school and
ommunity College visitg, training activities for members'

ff, assistance with student Visits to colles, Campuses,
and the dissmeination of educational materials.

I
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lhenahlin legislation specified that, ,the pilot Cat-SOAP puorett.:,
should riOt .continue 'beyond June 30, 1.981. In the 1982-8 Budget
Act, the'e-glature extended thIs deodline to June 30, 1984. ihe

Postsecondary Education Clanunission has reconnended that a nes

Cal-SAP Program be estabIrthed in.:ummer 1984, with the new program'
having a naerpwer range' of projects embodying critical features of
the egrsting interinstitiionat efforts which have been'successfni.
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MA l'HENIATICS: ENGIVEERING. SCIENCE- ACHIEVEMENT t \1

,

Thlt-rimaYy goal of the. MESA prograM IS to Increase the numberl ot ,,./....T, 'k;..

Cal t tornia high sschodYliraduates (rolif- und.rlepresen Led minor 1 ty
)

,,,

groups with the needed? 1:16-tormatidCpnd :irattamic 1)r-clot:at 'ton 1 CI s,

OP
ma thew tcs , 'ictence; a nd Engl ish to,iiiil'sue .p Jinivers 1 ty 6r col lege

e,duca4on 'i,1:1 a Inathempitics based" f tel(f...--jTI;e72spec 1 I ic object y,' 0 S 0t
...e

t he p rog rAn6a re- to)
. 'At: .

i 4..ci,
.

, s

Incret6e t6; number df:students from target minority gi-oups who

malor in fro,t4ematics.xeAginering, and the physical scetures irr t,1,.-,
college; >4 7,t %,.(. ,. ; , ., ,

.

i

. ),,

Promote
., A

41 ,
V

40 . L i c Aree r awareness so am t pa re-1-c i pating 1ssetagoktt may 1.-.,

/,

,

:

learn of opkpqroacitles:in the mat-t4matics- rii_l st'ie0Ce-related
.

-professions (Orly to .prepare t-or them;:;and .:...,.,

4,1,, .

3. MottN)Ate officials fromi3Ocohdary schogls_, uaiNters4A4es, n- --'i

- 9,
Jdustry, `'and enginerlog societies tcr cooperate with MESA 11r.

, ,...
i

A

/\ .8 A

offering volunteer 'tiste and other v=ittill human and fiscal re-
,s vi.ces'.

4,
The MpA pr6gram begain,, in 197Q, witl .25 students ati -041and Techni-

`(2al Hish:.Schook. MESA pas expanded: in 196 -h it- served
.--:approximately 2,700 stit5tents from the 104 hivy, schools invollted

06, prograT. There ,are currently 16 ME8Acellters thriitighout
fornia , ern ceneer workiikg with 4 to Ij.svaior, high. schools_ and
serving from 80 'to-00 sty.dents. -In 102-83 Ole program' .is serv-

ins 3,300's-hudens at 131' high schools. Among the services provided

to. MESA students are ,tutoring; speakers; summer. academic programs;
pal4nt At'6t,ingsl incentive awards; academic and career counseling;
recognitin .ev.e4s; and field trips 00 ind4striaf plants, research
cedters, universities, engineering firms, and computer centers.

.The criteria used eor selecting- participbts,are:
,,

,

1 Completion of 'AI g e b r a wr before the end of the 10th grade a nd
enrollment in the next academiclwthem9tic,s class;

.z
-

2 ,Interest,in a career that requires a year of calculus;
.

and

.3. Membership in a "minority group Autderi!epresented i11 mathematics
and the related konssitms. tr-- .,1- .

,

In orilex to remaqn in the .MESA program, students mustontintie to
enroll in college-pilt, paratory mathematics, English .6nd science
coursed, maintain an above - average grade' 1)o int average, and par-
tictpate in the MESA-spottsored actiViteG.
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Funding History

'19'7-78 .1978.-19 1979-80. 19.40.781 1981-82 1982-83
5263,W0 5481:479 :028,598 $1,020:550 51,0-447060 5 i,200:000

During fiscal Year 1982-83, the MESA program was Aunded.15 percent
by 'the. Hewlett and Sloan Foundation, 25 percent by private indus-
try, and 60 percent by the State General Fund.

V

Numbers Served

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 198182 1982-83
881 1,521 2,232 3,300

',Evaluation Data

The MESA statewide office is gathering' the data necessary to assess
the impact of the program on the students served. Based on (14.ta

provided by that office, of the 510 MESA high school graduates iff
June 1980, 82 percent enrolled in college and 57 percent began
studies in a math-based discipline (engineering., life scieve,
business adminiseratibn/economics, computer science, and, mathemat-
ics). Of'the 662 June 1981 graduates, 89 percent enrolled in

college and 69 percent chose math-based fields. Of the 748 MESA
hi0 school graduates in June 19,82, over 90 percent indicated
'intention to enroll in college and over 75.percent indicated they
would major in a.math-based field of study. An independent,e-vsalua-

lion of MESA was completed in DeceMber, 1982, through funds provided
by the Hewlett Foundation. ResOts of, the study indicate that MESA
is successfully 'contributing to the' pOol of minority students
pursuing degrees in engineering 4nd related fields. Among' the
evaluation's findings: ,

MESA was perceived as effectiveby program coordinatorn: advisors,
students, ,and parents: 4,' 4.

o Data on academic ,performance indicated; that MESA students per-
formed _significantly better than comparison groups of stUdents
shaving the tamp 'ethnic background.-

0 The eligibilAty rate for the University of California' and the
Californiva State University were. significantly higher among MESA
students than' other ,students with similar racial/k.hpic back-
grounds.

Y
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Qt.TS'T FOR ENGINEERING, SCIENCE AND IF,c1-1N0)1,0CY ccAJES I')
A finority Engineering Program

The mission'of,the QWESX Minority Engineering ProgiAm is to estab-

lish in, CaliflAnks a cooperative secondary school and University
effort aimed at increasing tha-number of engineering and math-based
gradjiate,S from underrepresented minority groups.

The specific object-iveli of the program are to:

1'. -ptablish 4 network of QUEST minority engineering program
centers in California Engineering Schools;

2. ,Double the persistence rate \of underrepresented minority stu-
dents in engineering and computer science; and

.Establish a programmfi mlchintegrates secondary school progras
and university progrg(ms wiftlithe goal of producing -13.S. degree

graduates In Engineering and'ebmPuter Science.

The MESA (Mathematics, ,Engineering, Science Achievement) program
begari,in WO, at Oakland Technical High School with 25 students
and-has expanded to serve-approxipately 3,000 students in 100 high
schools throughOut the stat4rof talifornia. These efforts have
increased the number ,4f minority students entering 'California
Engineering schools, however-the retention of minority Engineering
students. is one half that fic-Or\all students. The QUEST minority
engineering program wag. started'in school year 10a2-83 to address
this problem. By intervening 10 alter student related factors and
institutional factors, QUEST Will try to improve the rate ot reten
tiod of these students. , To be selected for the program, students
must be from an underrepresented minority group, been accepted by a
college 9r univerSity,:and wor4(ing toward a Bachelor of Science
Degree in-Engineering or Computer. Science.

Quest provides a number of'servic'es including:

1. Finantial aid and scholarship assistance.

2. Fresliman year transition su413rt.tb familiarize the student
wit M the cSmpus-and'rigors of Engineering and Computer Science
Programs .

.

3. Professional counseling to help the students deal with the
special challenges' for minorieies. participating in a field

where they are, as yet, underrepresented.
11111°
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t
A student study center on each campus to provide JCJIINI11
support through peer group study, and

centers
counseling.

t a cSocial suppor is also provided t the enters by affiliates 1

such groups 3S the Na.tionai Socii:!ty of Blatt( En(Aineers

And the Society of Hispanic Professional Engineers (SHPE).

Funding History

Funds for the support of QUEST are trom,.a variety of sources:
University of California, California State University, foundations,
indlistry,'and the National Action Council for. Minorities in Engine-
ering. The estimated program funding for 1982-83, including in-kind
contributions, is $1,390,000. In adAtion, each campus rec6ives
contributions from local industry for operating the prdgrani. State
fundiry levels; including Minority Engineering Program (MEP) and
Investment in People (lIP) funds, for projects at three different
-stages of operation are as follows:

FULLY OPERATIONAL PROGRAMS

MEP IIP kOTAL

1. U.C. Berkeley cm $4,499 $27,000 $ 69,499
2. CSU, Los Ahgeles 31,100 30,000 61,100
3. CSU Northridge 53,200 53,100 106,300
4. San Diego Statp University 30,000 . 25,000 - 55,00()

5. San Jose State University 27,200 25,000 52,200
h. USC ($40,000 private funding) --

PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED 1982-83

1. UCLA 35,911 29,000 04,911"

2. CSU Sacramento 25,000 2a,000 50,000
3. Cal Poly Pomona 29,000 30,000 59,000

---PROGRAMS FUNDED MARCH 1983

1. U.C. Davis' 40,000 19,000
c

59,000
2. U.C. Santa a c rbara 28,319 16,000 44,319
3. CSU, Fresno 40,000 40,00-

CSU, Long Beach 28,000 28,000
5. Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 2AL784 28 784

$410,2;9 $279,000 $689,329
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These figures do not Include funding for the §ttewide oiti,o
operations or for private universities participating in MEP

1ESA's total investment in the MEP AL the postsecondary level IN

ppre)ximately $550,000.

EVALUATION

Since the program was initiated in October 1982, impact data are not

yet available. QUEST as part of the MESA statewide of will

gather data to assess the impact of the programs on retention and
graduation rates.

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF STUDENTS TO BE SERVED, 1982-83

UC Berkeley 151) CSU Sacramento 100

CSU Los Angeles Cal Poly Pomona 200

Ms. Evelyn Beaver
CSU, Northridge 420 ' UC Davis 125

San Diego State University 100 , UC Santa Barbara. 125

San Jose State University 200 CSU Fresno '237

USC 315 CSU Long Betach 125

UCLA 210 Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 100
.) i0,_ , i

I

3-,
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SPE( IAL. PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

Seventy-nine projects operated in California during the 198._!--1

academic year through the federally funded "Special Programs tor

Students from DIsadvantaged Backgrounds." These projects Lonsist
ot tour different program categories' authorized under lit lc IV of

the Higher Education Act of 1965. The foilr programs, listed (Ilion-
ologicalfy.bv the length of time they have been in existence, are:

1. Upward Bound, established in 1966

2. Talent Search, established in 1966

1. Special Services for Disadvantaged Students,
1970

established in

4. Educaticinal Opportunity Centers, established.im 1974.

Pie following sections describe each of these program categories:.

CaLifornia Upward Bound Pro.jects

The Upward Bound program was originally established by the federal
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 to overcome deficiencids in secon-
dary school counseling and to provide tutorial and enrichment
programs. The program is designed to gtnerate ita low- ,income students
and youth who would be the first generation of their families to
attend college, the skills and motivation for success in education
beyond high school. Students are served who have the potential co
successfully complete postsecondary education but who, due to

inadequate ,preparation and/or lack of mottvation,.cannot inert

traditional admission requirements.

During 1982-83, 32 fede:rally funded U
operation in California. Upward Bound
the skills and motivation necessary,,for
sion into ,and complete successfully
Upward Bound projects, according td fed
the following types of services:

ward. Bound projects were in
Projects attempt to develop
participants to gatn admts-
postsecondary education.
ral guidelines, may provide

Instruction in reading, writing, .study skills, mathematics, and
bthe,r subjects necessary for success beyond high school;

Rersonal counseling;
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Academic advice and assistance In high school course selection; Ii
lutorlltal serYlces;

5, exposure to cultural eyents , 'academic vograms, and other
activities not usually available to disadvantaged youth;

6. Activities designed to acquaint youths participating 1p the
project with the. range of career options available to them;

7 Instruction designed to prepare youths for careers in those
areas in which minorities are particularly underrepresented;

8. On- campus residential programs; and

q. Pr9grams and activities which are specially designed for Stu-
dehts of limited English-proficiency.

The federal guidellneslrequire that the projects provide awassur-
ance that program participants are individuals who are:

1. Citizens or nationals of the U.S. (or persons in the U.S. for
other than temporary purposes and-who intend to become permanent
residents, or are residents of the trust territory of the
Pacific Islands);

Ji

Between the ages of 14 and 27 (no age 14,mlts for veterans);

3. From low income, families;

From target areas or attending target schools;

5. Ua'e completed at least the first year of secondary school but
not entered the twe4th grade (except for veterans); and

6. Have academic potential but are unlikely to apply for admission
or be accepted for enrollment in an institution of postsecond-
ary education because of a lack of preparation or underachieve-
ment in high school.

Funding

J

During 1982-83, 32 programs operatfd California with a tmiel
federal, budget of $5,306,602.

In addition to the grant awarded by the federal government, some
projects app y for and receive the following types of supplemental
'infome or ,resources: in-kind contributions by host agency or.

s,
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sampus, CETA tunds for youth employment, the Summer Food Program
IDepartment of_Agricuiture food prOgrmn for low income duidren),
and in some instances.- the Director's sal3 y may be paid by the
host campus.

During the 1982-83 at.ademic year, the following locations and
tunding levels for each project are as follows:

p

1982-83

Federal Grant'

Northern California

I. California State University, Chico $182,494
2. Humboldt State University 171,523
3. California State University, Sacramento 68,752
.4. Humboldt State University (Veteran's) 88,225

University of California, Davis 153,167

Central Valley

b. California State University, Fresno
7. Umiversity, of the Pacific (Stockton)

Bay Area

8. Mills College (Oakland)
9. Peralta Cdllege (Oakland)

4

10. City of,Oakland (Projects to Assist Employment)
11. California State University, San Francisco
12. California State University, San Jose
13. Stanford University (Palo Alto)
14, University of California, Berkeley
15. University of California, Berkeley (Upward

Bound Ponapai)
16. University of California., San Francisco

Los Angeles Area

17. California State University, Los Angeles
18. California State University, Long Beach
19. California State University, Northridge
20. East Los Angeles College
21. . East Los Angeles College (Veteran's)
22. Harvey Mudd College/Claremont College
23. Occidental College
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$131,085
133,645

$279,505
72,871

132,5'05

135,033
198,596
121,465
227,305

.279,358

232,939

$111,041
184,731

159,325
240,447
92,880
224,340
199,220

t.

3
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The fer'rena Corp./School of Many Cultures
(Oxnard)
California Lutheran College (Thousand (1aks)

2h, University of California, Los AngenAS 't

27. University of So-uthern California
28. Volunteers of Amarica'(Los Angeles)

Southern California 10

29. University of California, San Diego
30. San Diego Technical Institute (Veteran's)
31. California State College, San Bernardino
32. real Valley College

Numbers Served

143,5o1
129,236
JAn,059

..217,118

199,336

$154,001.

91,911
171,15
193,7(11

Upward. Bound prOlects serve low-income, high-minority scharols.
While each project varies yearly on the number of studenta selected
to participate, the number-of participants usually range from 50 to

200 students.

Evaluation liata

A .final report on Upward BoUnd projects nationwide conducted by the
tesearch Triangle Institute, entitled "Evaluation Study of the
Upward Bound Program:t A SecOnd.Follow-Up," concluded the following:

Pragram impact is -Ygreatest on short-term outcomes (treater

impact-for 12th grmders).

Euidence indicates that Upward _Bound is providing the skills,
motivation, and assistance for entry into Odstsecondary educa-
tion:.

It 'is less clear that the program provides the skills for suc-
J

cess,retentiOn in postsecondary education.
,

Study results indicate an overall positive impact on Upward
Bon6d participants on postseCondary education success.

California Tale Search Projects \

The.. Falent Se ar h program is designed to provide pre-enrollment
information and counseling service for disadvantaged youth.

'
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Vhe ralent Search program is designed to:
0

1. identify qualified low-income and disadvantaged youth, particu-

t
larly those who would )C in the first generation in their
Famity .to attend colleg , and who are not currently enrolled,
with potential tot education at the postsec:.onddry level and t.,)
tincourage such youth to complete secondary school and to under-
CAce a program of postsecondary education;

Publicize the availability of student financial/ assistance
available to persons who wish to pursue a program of postsecon-
dary education; and

Encourage pevsons who have riot completed programs oteducation
at the secondary or postsecondary level, but who have, the
ability to complete such programs, to reenter educItonal
prdgrams, including-postsecondary-school programs.

!\ youth between the ages of 13 and 27 is eligible /tor Talent Varch
services if he/she:

1. Is a citizereor national of the 1.1:.S. (or in the U.S for other
than temporary purposes (!ind '.intends- to become a permanent
resident, or is a resident of the trifbuterTitory of, the Pacific
Islands};

2 Has "exceptional potential" for successin,p6stSecbnd'ary educa
tion or, in the case of a secondary or pbstsetIondary school
dropout, a "demonstrated aptitude" for reebtry into _AO success
in,secona\ary or postsecondary educational:programs;

3. Is of financial or cultural need;

4. Is in need of (a) guidance-and counseling to complete or return-
to secondary school, (b) information and counseling on postsec

&

ondary educational opportunities, (c) assistance i gaining
admission or readmission postsecondary education 1 institu-
tions, or (d) assistanc applying for financial aid to

attend such institutions; and

5. Veterans if they are otherwise eligible may also,receiveser-
,

vices under this program.

The Intent Search program serves low-income students or those who
would be the first generation in their family to attend coflege.
Among the types of services are:

1. College admission and financial aid counseling,

C62-
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..
F'1atT-ement sc- vik.-es and t outring, '4

Field trips to 1\ocal coil es and un'i-reIT-rties,

H. Guidance counseling for tug .school and college dropciut,

Reterrat to other agencies and programs,

6. Parent advising,

Career counseling and testing,

8. Ass istance with college Corms,

9 Cultural actilties,

10. qmissions status checks and advocacy, and

,Assistance with high school course selection.

Funding 44

During .1982-83, 10 Talent Search projects operated in '10.1itornia
with an approximate federal budget of $1,239,990. The 10\*Califor-
nia-tiased projects are sponsored by the following institutiohs:

c

19.82\433
Federal ac nts

.
,c.

NOrthe_rn Calitorni

1 Col lege' of the Redwoods (Eureka)

Central
4

No Projk.ts-

Pay Area
4'1'4

JaPariesi .Conlmuni ty Youth Counci1.1S,.F:)
3. 'PACT, Inc. , Educatiionak.Clearinghou-Se.\(i.F.)
4. Stiles41a11119.1GA
5'. United Council of...Sparrist Speaking Origin

''
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Los Angeles Area

California State University, Long'Reach
State UniverSity, Los Angeles

8. Volunteers of America (Los Angeles)
4.

SoutherK California

S147290
102,L)8

82..9 i

9. Wahupa Educational Enterprises, Inc. (San Diego) $170,05l
10. Imperial Valley Community College 68,609'

Numbers Served

Falent Search projects ore designed to serve a large number of ,

clients and must fulfill program quota requirements. Generally,
each'projeet serves approximately 1,000 clients. However, some of
the more established projects serve over 2,000 clients annually.
Approximately 15,000 students are expected to be served in 1982-83
by the combined 10 projects.

Evaluation/Impact Data

The federal government systematically gathers national data about-
Talent Search clients .served via year-end reports submitted annually
by the funded projects. The following data elements are collected:
(1) number of clients served, (2) client distribution by ethno-
racial background, (3) postsecondary placement, (4) types' ofpost-
tecondary institutions attended, .(5) number of clients prevented
tram dropping out in grades 7 throeigh pOstsegondary, and (6) the
number of clients who returned to school after having received
Talent Search services.

California Educationa.I Opportunity Centers

The Educational Opportunity Centers (EOC) are established
with high concentrations of low-i!ncome disadvehtaged adult
purposes of this-program are:

-Co

areas
The

1. To provide federal support of up to 75 percent far the estab-
lishment of centers that will serve as clearinghouses for
information concerning financial arid academic-support available
at institutions of higher education. .

2, To provide assistance to such low.- income adults, who are the
fi:rst'genergtion in their families to attend college.

S./

tt.

r
-t
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3. To prol.*0 counseling, tutorOal, add o.thet neeessivy services
to students enrolled insuch institutions.

4. Io serve as recruiting and counseling pool's to coordinate
resources and staff efforts of postsecondary t....inst ttuti ons in

admitting eductFionally disadvantaged persons.'"

An. Educational Opportunity Center:May make its services available
to all persons desiring to 'pursue a program of postsecondary educa-
tion who-reside,:within the 'geographical target area served by the
Center. However, hrograM psarticipants must be citizens or nationals
-of the United States1 Two-thirds of those served must be low-income,
and one-third low-ktiome-or'the first generation.in their families
to axtend college.

t
rhere:Are currently two Educational-Opportunity Centers in Califon'
nia. One is a rural outreach program sponsored ly the Fresno
Cohnty Mobile Guidance Educational Project, Inc. This Pl.ojectowAs

created in 1969 as a Talent Search proj;'ct, and' befame an Educastion-
,at OppOrtunity Center in 1976 with a budget of approximately $200,000.
The second project was established in Los Angeles in 1974-75 and is
sponsored by the UCLA Extension Center.

Funding

During 198'2=83, funding levels for the two projects were:

1982783
Federal Grant

1. Fresno County Mobile Education Guidance
Project

2. University of4california, Los Angeles
Extension

$227,107,

$400,180

The federal government provided up to 75 percent of the total fund;
for the LOCs. The Los Angeles-based project received' additional
in-kind teintributions from the Los Angeles,unified-schools, Los
Angeles Community Colleges, UCLA Extension Center, and Community
.agencies.. The Fresno project receiyed additional flinds.from Fresno
County and Kings County,CETA programs, as well as in-kindicontribu-L
tions from Fresno, Kings', and Madera school districts. I,
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Nunbers Served

rhe Los Angeles-based EOC served approximately 4,000 people with
target high schools and 7 target. Community Colleges. The Fresno
project currently serves-approximately 4,000 people, with -24 -target
high schools and 6 colleges and universities.

California Special Services. for Disadvantaged Studen

The Special Services for Disadvantaged Students program (SS"DS)
provides' remedial and other specs 1. services o students who have
academic poten -tial but are hinde d 4ue to edit ational, cultural,
economic, of physical handicaps..

Special Services for Disadvantaged ents provide the following: ;
types of services:

1. Remedial, instruction that
required and prerequisite
time;

V

will enable students to complett'

courses in a reasonable period Of

2. Personal and career counseling;

1. Academic advice and assistnce in course selection;

4- Tutorial services;

S. Exposure to culturral events and academic programs not usually
available to disadvantaged students; and

b. Programs and activities specially designed for students ot-
limfeed English.proficiency.

Students are eligible to participate in a "Special Services" project
if they are:

. 1. Enrolled or accepted at an institution whichs,is the' recipient
of the project grant or contract;

2. A citizen or national of the U.S. (or in the U.S. for oCher
than temporary, purposes and intends to become a perm -anent

resident, or is a resident of the trust territory of the Pacific,'
,

Islands); and

. .

(a) An inOrividual with' academic potential who demonstTates
need for the remedialand special services as a 'result of a .

depried educational', cultural or economic bakgrotind, or .1

71,
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physical handicap, or (b) an individtial with academic potential
With a (limited English-speaking ability wlc is in need of
bilingual education, teaching, guidance, and counseling in

order to succeestully pursue wistseconday education. 4
above students must Mtet the how-income .first generation or
physically handicapped criteria.

Institutions receiving funds under this program must<

1. Obtain and provide adequate financial aid for studentvnrollee
in the project ,to enable them to continue their academic pro-
gram; and

2. Retain project participants at the institution_ for a period of
time sufficient to enable them to adjust to and participate
meaningfully in the academic program at the institution (a

minimum of two years for a four-year program, one year for a

two-yea'r 15rogram).

3. At least two-thirds of the eligible individuals must be physically
handicapped or low-income and first generatTon nllege qtudents.
The remaining one-third can be made up of any of the above.

'Funding

All 3S California based projects are located on college and univer-
sity campuset* The combined federal level for the 1982-83 programs
was $3,378,206,

44
Many,projects received additional funds and in-kind contributions
from their sponsoring campus units since many are used to supplement
and enhance existing campus programs.

The 35 Cild9rnia-based projects'are located at the following .sites
with federal, funding levels for 1982-83 is as follows:

CALIFORNIA SPECIAL SERVICES,

Northern California

1. CaJ.ifornis State University,. Sacramento (P. Hand). $ 97,'852

1 California State University, Sacramento 91,712 :-%

3. Humboldt State University 107,875

4. Sonow,State<,University; (RO'hnert Park) 125,302



c'en tra 1 V. Hey

t 'a i rn 'tt t Co II+ , S t i s 1 a us

tormfa State ill-livers t ty , Frv,stio-.

7 Uu(verstity of the Pacific (Stockton)

FT.incino Bay AteaBay

8. California State Univerarty, Hayward

5 89,S',4)
00,8.5-4

0 $152,WO
9. City College of SanFrancisco 109,272

10. 'Merritt Co ege (Oakland) 68,o84
11. Skyline Co lege (San Bruno) I-28,385
12. University of California, Berkeley 86;014
13.- University of California, Berkeley 156,542

South Bay Area

14. San'Jose State University $141,031
15. Monterey Peninsula College (Monterey) 76,255

Los Angeles Area

1.6. California State University, Los Angeles
17. Compton Community College
18. East Los Angeles College (Monterey Park)
19.' East Los Angeles College
20. Rio Hondo College (Whittier)
21. University of California, Irvine
22. University of California, Riverside
23. University of Southern California (L.A.)

. California State University, Long Beach

Southern California

$125,919.
123,644'

78,139
114,607
78,614
125,607
80,452
101,498
185,342

.

73,450

34,682
34,682
'36,171

37,07.

;i. 25. TSan
,
Dfego State University

26. Cuyamaca College (El CAjon),,
271 ,Grossmont College (El Cajon)
.28. San Diego City College
29. San Diego Mesa College

1

30.' Southwestern College (Chula Vista)
n31. Paloar College (San Marcos)

32. University of California, Santa Barbara
'33. California State College, San Bernardino
34. California State College, Bakersfield
`). hnperial Valley College

63 12t

.24,886
125,635--.

. 100,307
141,993
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Numbers Served

Projects estimate that'approtxlmately IVO() students will be s. 'tsrved

in the 1982 -83. academic year. ,

Eyaluation Data

The U.S. Department of 'Education contracted System Development
Corporation in 1978 to conduct a 'comprehensive evaluation of SSDS
projects. Preliminary results of the first phase of the study

indicate that the more services students- receive, the greater the
fmpravenfent in academic performance and persistence in college.

The final phase of the evaluation has tracked the target' students
for four years through graduation.! The final report will be com-
pleted in Fall 1983.

ti
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UNWERSITY F CALIFORNIA ANDEMIC ENRICHMENT pRot..ifwis

rhe Academic: nrichment Program (AEP) resulted from a special
legislative initiative in the 1978-79 Budget Bill which recognized
the critical need to involveiwUniversity faculty in the effort to
increase the enrollment of underrepreiented groups in postsecondary
education. Responding to this initAlive, RESA-like protects .were
developed for .students who had been in the Partnership Pr gram and
were interested in majoring in areas other than mathematigs, engi-
neering, and the sciences. Four pilot projects were estOlished
and designed to include the participation of traditional Outreach
administrators, University faculty, secondary s,chool counselors -attitri
teachers, professionals from businesk'and industry, conunun'ity

representatives, and parents. The pilot projects are located-on
the Irvine, Davis, Berkeley, and Santa Barbara campuses. The goals
AEP are to assist studws to achieve more than the minimal stan-
dards for regular Un.i,versity admission and to excel as University
undergraudates.

The primary objective of t ,, VII gram is to provide 4cademic enrich-
ment and skill building acts' es for tenth and eleventh grade
students who participated in the Partnership Program. While the
four pilot projects differ in career focus, they shSve the following
common goals:

1.
I To#Augment.Instruction in Required Coursework: Mathematics and),

English activities are4Fare4 to assist students in the mastery
of ,these basic skills. .

N

2. To Focus Aspirations In Higher Education: Knowledge of career
opportunities as related to undergraduate education is essential
-in making informed choices about available collegemajors., AEP
staff provide extensive career and educational cdunseling to
students.

A ,

3. To Provide Information on How to Prepare', for "College:. The
projects strive to present complete and aG6Orate - information

abt admissions and financial ;ad policies and procedures at
California'sT postsecondary institutions as well as information
.about career opportunities and options.

4. To Increase Motivation to Achieve: This component draws heavily
on role models from the professional and academic, circles
geared to'the program's field of focus.

Although each campus has responded differently in integrating the
program into their institutional framework, the organization of
each project includes the following basic structural,components:

45
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Faculty Advisors: University faculk members who assume respon-
sibility for the operation of the project, organize the ad'visory
hoards, and establish relationships with the scientitic community
and related industries, profeSsionals, associations, and community
organizations.,

Coordinators: The day -to -day managers of the projecL l'hev

work closely with AEP ad4eurs at each secondary. school and
with the industrial', edircational, and community groups who
contribute resources to the project. The coordinators also
.arrange for tutoring, counseling, field trips, and other act ivi-
ties.

Advisory Boards: 'Compeed of representatives from secondary;
schools, universities, 'industry, professional organizations'
minority organizations, SndIother community groups. The Boimids

provide advice and counsel to AEP administrators.

Advisors: Usually high school faculty members. They assistIn
the selection of students who will participate in the project
and dieect all related activities at the high schools. The
advisors maintain academic performance records of the students,
coordinate field trips, and assist in career. and academic
coupseling.

To be eligible to participate in the program, studentsinust: (1)

have previously participated 'in the Early Outreach Partnership
Program, or be historcially underrepresented in AEP targeted academic
disciplines; (2) earn at least a "C" grade in all subjects; (3)
enroll in high-level college preparatory coutses in mathematics,
science, and English; (4) maintain a GPA of at least 2.5 in A to F
cours-es; and (5) attend AEP study sessions and other program activi-
ties.

AEP schools are selected on the basis of the following criteria:

I Significant numbers of Partnership Program students matriculat-
ing to the high school;

) Active interest on the part of ,school administration and
faculty; and

3. Existence of strong programs in mathematics and English.

Each campus differs in career focus; type of services proviAed, and
in the combination of University departments and administrative
offices involved in sponsoring the programs. The following chart
provides some descriptive information about each program.

-71-
76

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



lAtory

-197h-79 :q979-80
180,000 1/ -0-

1980-81
S192 ,000 2,000

1982:83

$1927000- 4

ti Four pro jects at $45,000 each during the start-up year.

The funding provided. fi the 1978-79 Budget Act was riot utilized,
during pia% fiscal year by the University for the establishment of
the Academic Enrichment Program, The Legislature, therefore,.
carried the $180,000 appropriation forward to fiscal year 1979-80,
without adding additional funding.

Numbers Served

There were 51-2 students served by the Universit's Academic Enrich-
ment Program during, the 1979-80 year. 'During 19.80-81, 382 students
were served at 25 high , schools. In 1981-82, 576 students were
served at 33 high schools.

Evaluation Data

Ji January 4981, the University of California published a report
entitled "First Year Evaluation of the Academic Enrichment Program,
1979-80" whVh provides data abbut the.n4mber of students served
during. the first year. The report also includes a case study of
the program at the Davis campus, which suggested that the program
was having -a positive impact on,the students served. In 'February

1982, the University published data about the academic record in
A-F courses eor participants in the. Academic Enrichment Program
during 1980-81. Thse data indicate that more than 55 percent of
the program participants on the Berkeley. and Davis campuses main-
tained a 2.5 or better GPA. In contrast, on the Santa Barb a

campus, 64 percent of the participants had less than a 2.5 GI.
Beyond these limited data, there is no basis upon which to .judge.
the effectiveness of the Academic Enrichn4nt Program:

I
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(A)L.110RNIA A(7.ADEN1IC. Sljr)1)()R SLI-tVICTS

The University of California campuses offer a broad range of sr-
vrces for students who need help with their course work or with
personal ,problems related. to campus life. These services are used
by a subtantial proportion of the student body (as much as one-

..

quarter on some campuses), and have become an integral part of the
University's activities. Since 1976, the-University has supple-
mented the academic support services fOailatile to students at large
with additional or more intensive services for minority and low-
incomr students. a).

rhe services offered vary somewhat among the campuses, but generally
include four basic types of programs: (1) learning skills assis-
tance,, including small-group sessions and individual consultation
on reading, wirting, and stlidy skills.' such as time management,
notetaking, and test preparation; (2) summer transitional programs,
varying from week-long orientioions to six or eight week academic
programs; (3) advising and counseling sessions, includins advising
on careers and on graduate and professional schools; and (4) tutor-
ing and instruefional assistance. `

The specific number of students using each service varies consider-
ably, depending on the type of service. Because records are kept
for each individual program separately, it is impossible on most
campuses to determine an unduplicated count of the number of stu-
dents using all services. The following is -o brief summary.

BERKELEY: Most services are offered through the Student Learning
Center, where 1,110 minority and low-income students_participated
in SAA-funded programs involving a summer bridge, a summer transfer
nogram, supplemental tutoring, peer counselitg and other learning
center activities.

BAVIS: The SAA-funded programs at P8ViS work primari'iy with enter-
ing students, offering special basic skills courses in mathematics,
and English, and intensive counseling, for engineering students.
Participatiod in all these ,programs has increased duraling the past
two years, particularly in engineering counseling which served 215
'students in 1981-82. There were 167 students in the mt,thematics
program and '162 in .the English programs: Davis also offers indi-
vidual tutoring to EOP/SAA studentsas a,supplement to the campus'
regular, group-tutoring program, with 163 students participating In

4
1981-82.

IRVINE: During 1981-82, between 555 and 635 students were served
bv each of /Irvin ts three majoi: support service units: the.Learn-
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ing Skills Center, Special Services, and the Tutorial Assistance
Program. In addition, the Career Planning' and Placement .Center
served 848 students.

LOS ANGELES: The Academic Advancement Program provided tutoring,
counseXing, and summer services to 2,903 students in 1981-82.

RIVERSIDE: Two hundred eighteen students participated in at least
one serbice offered by the EOP/SAA unit, including fall orienta-
tion, a summer program, tutoring, and counseling. In addition, a
mathematics program offered by the LeIrning Skills Center served 90
students.

SAN DIEGO: The Office of Academic Support alld Instructional Ser-
vices (OASIS) offers several services,.inclUdieig: (1) the Academic
Success Program, with peer counseling and academic skills counsel-
ing; individual and small group Cutorink; reading apd.study'skills
activities; and a writing program involving diagnostic testing,
small group classes, and individual consultation. In 1981-82 OASTS
served 1,224 students.

SANTA BARBARA: Two hundred three 'students participated in the

Summgr Transition Program in 1981-82: 629 were involved in tutor-
ing and instructional groups: and 257 participated in Academic
Internships.

SANTA CRUZ: The EOP/SAA unit served 429 students. in its profes-
sional advising program, 298 in peer advising, 265tn. tutoring, 597
in professiona9... counseling, and 626 in peer counseling during
1981-82.

Funding History:
_ . .

1979-80

$1,014,000

1980 -81 1981-82' 1982-83

$1,266,000 $1,472,000 $1,406,000,

Funding for Academic Support ervices is derived from student fees
and the State General Fund, wi the General Fund paying 75 percent,
and educational fee revenues paying 25 percent.

valuation Data

Not all suppiservices can be easily evaluated. The eff&cts of
counseling and advising, for instance, are'vert difficult, it not
impossible t? measure. The University systemwide office has pub-
lished two annual reports (in January 1982 and January 1983) en-
titled "Academic Support ServiCes for Mino'rity,and Low-Income
Students at the University of California," which' include data on
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the ettectivenes ut some s'pecitic support service piograffis stthe
summer transition ptograms and the conrse-reAated workshops in

mathematics and science...4 Those lvailable data indlcale ePectioe-
ness 1.11 retaining minority and luw7income students..
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UNIvERsrry OF CALIFORNIA F.ARLY OUTREACH PROGR
't1/4 PARTN,ERSHI P---.JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL COMPONENT

110

l

The University of California began its Partnership Program in 1976
to Inc:A-ease the number of junior.high.school students from underi
repreiented gxoups who are sufficiently informed about college, and
motivated to attend;. that,they will 'enroll' in college preparatory
classes once they enter- the ninth grade. Beginning in Fall 1981,
the Legislature prescribed that the goal of .this program is to

increase the number of ethnic minorities who are eligible for

admission to the University of California. In June 1982, the

Legisqatnre revised -the goal for the this program to an increase in
the number of low-incoMe and/or ethnic minoriq-studentg who are
eligible to enroll in public four-year,colleges-, although students
who

ry institution./who are eligible may subsequently choose to attend another post-
.

In orde meet Ciiis goat, the program has been designed to pro-
vide the following services:

.

I

Academic Advising: individual and group sessions with .both
"IN

students and their parents, concentrating an University of
California entrance %requirements, college life, the importance
of adequate academic preparation and the responsibility of the
students to make the most{ of their educational opportunities.
On some campuses,SaturdaP and summer classes or tutorial ses-
sions are also held.

2. `Role Model Presentational meetings with local college faculty,
students, community, and bus}ness leaders of underrepresented
groups, who serve Is role models as they make. presentations to
students, serve as hosts for field trips, and/or deliver pro-
gram service's such as counselift-or tutoring.

3. College and University Visits: students and their. parents
campuses "of the University of California, the Cali.fornia

State University and Colltegei, the Community Colleges:, and

independent institutions:

4 Dissemination df Printed Information: brochures and materials
developed specifically for students and parents. These contain
informition on academiv preparation, financial aid7 college en-
trance examinations, and other topics.

5 Parent Meetings: information on*fitialLial aid and on the.

acadeMic preparation necessary for admission to a college or
universiCy distributed to parents.

-77- 82
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The PartnershipyrogTam is a cooperative et tort betcn LaeI 1:Itiver-

sitv'Ahd iuniorhkgh school campusesthroughOit.
,ichools ar,e''selcted on the basis of the foll'owing five ).;,i-!nerai

'the Level of-nLi.nbrity student:enrollment,. . .
..

The willingness rot, school oi-lic 01.3 to pd.rt-ic4ata. Ln Ch4
program; r

.

,
.

... ,

3. , The -extent to which studd"nts A .fsn theS'e schools already receive .,
,

sevrices sidilar to' those offered by the Partnership Program;
..

v.'
.- .- .... A. .

The extent to which students in the` local high -schobls enroll',

in the-Uhiversit7; and ..,,,

.

.
.

..

.. -
, : ....The developmen4af 'an zi pp rop r PRIM tin& m i x of students s par-

_tiCipatinvin tit& 'program. , ,.. '). -.4

4
c;. ABase_d on aai101e resgurces, expertise; school neeil,' geograpt4cal

and -budgetary considerationsi 'each-7:c.ampus--program- iletermines the
.. extent of* services it can offer to any. given .seh'ool. Schipls which

receive,; th7- full, range of ,Partnership serv-ises b.re referred tojis
"fial -ser0-ice' schools. Schools receiving, less than the-ful -range
pf- services a-ce. eateKorized as "limited service" schools. Thqse
receiving'onlrprinted materials referred to as "intorm4tion"
school's., Overall,- 'Of rtnership Program serves over' :250 junior --
hi t' sthoot ckg- thrughou state. .. -

',.
-s.

-
, ;, . . -, . .

. .
. . . .

Whilc,th.e ,criteria fqr stpdeni selection varies from campus to cam-.
pus, the basic.crit6ria for all participants incl.ude: . -

,

A

1 -Enrollment 07th,,8th, or 9th grade , 0 .

.. A J ' .
, A

,....

Ethnic minoeity,3nd/or to income badkgroUnd; .

c A:
, 0. ,

... 3,. Potential to bette'fit frpm the.Partnership Program and its
.

_ , -

activitles,;- ... -
1 . . ,.-

. .

4. 'Pptentiai - to a-chi'eve zit',$ level' which would result in:U,ni-
.versity eligibility -upon graduationqcom highschool;. and . I

N 6 .

: 4. ' ,,
5. -Tesire to participate in the pyolftam. -7...,* .4,, !

.....

,Iv
-..e

Participating students are expected to. st r ive to meet
e, 4 l

. tiqct objectives: t f ' 4.
e .

..,
. 40' "' )-- /.. : . 40 ,

A. ..% .

.t w
1, Successful.tomplet6n A -a coltege T5TreparatOry Enelish course

.- / , '

c , .

4 in the ninth grade.;j, , 6 -
t.- '' .

0 . .. .., A /. 7:
..

__:.

. ..' "
.......-.-.

C91111k

. 4 j
J

three d is-

S.°

I' ar -k 83

.k
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'4

. itt
.1fr

-

Ji

t
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Per

v

1'

Successful completion of fir'St_year algebra before entering the,
c(!nth grade; mid ,- !

Des elopment of an indivIdua44caditmic planoto be pnnue ) n

43enior high school.
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I-NIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA EARLY 017TRX(7.11 PROGRAI
PARTNERSHIP--=SENJOR HIGH S(.11001, COMPOVFNT)

The University of California s tax t_ed the senior high school cml-
ponent in 1979 to meet the needs of ninth, tenth, and _eleventh
grade students 'who have been involved with Partnership in jun.i,or
high skhoo . This component is designed to p Lovik. both. direct
academic support and assistance and continued. informational ad .

,mg,t ivationa 1 services to those Partnership stu its 6 r Tirol J in-

college liceparatory. courses upqn jenteritig high. ()L gtudents
who do not take A to F- courses are referred to p-rogrAms 1116r,a closely
ta lo red to their needs and a. .rations.. Many of.thospq- who a re. On
the "college-prep tract" . and oing exceptiaany well. 2,1re..also

referred, ibut to more ihtensive programs such,i,s%ligSA-0i- one qt. the.:
four Academic Enrichment Pr4rams. .The, ParEn.eXsliirp'tigh seboo,

componnent seeks to re..ain and work ,directly.:i,Lith:thOse students
who have the potential to-become. et 4igiti.1 v, but ,whoe;e. a t t/linment

el ig ibi ri ty to UC and/or. CSU would. be 'iinfikely Withowt the program' s
p

.
,

The.. following expectations are, mode of studedts..who participate. in

.
cogram:

.

1. C 0..etiOn, of collegb-prepara tor 'classes' on a jchedule
will -allow' for completion of( the Universitiyi s sUbjict- require-
ments before high school 'graduation;

tupport.'

D'evelopmit of goqd study, skills: and habits, apd 'active .par-
t icipation iri program activities.

3. Maintenance of a level.' oe .4cademic achievement- which will
insurel: eligibility to enters pUblit foot -year co)liege.

-7!The program basically of ferS..-the -same five activit;es.and services
as.the junio'r high component:

4

1 . Academic advising '

2. /Role model presentation
e

.

.

.

3. 'College add, university vis its. ..

,
v

/4.. 1).semitiatiori-pf- printed information

-5. Parent meetiTgs
/

1
%-. .

, ,iik' _ . !e

lioweVer ,' as the sevi!orAligh school,. progxam is intender) .to. assist
students :to itomplete rigorous acddemic programs successfully,
incre6sed ,emphas is is 'placed,on tutoring and ,Advilsing. ,: s

ti
. ,
. ,

.,0.

e

f .1

i
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As An the junior high component, eacti'campus selects participating
schools -from its geographical service Area. Each of the eight- kim-

programss is staffed "with a full-time outreach officer, under-,
graduate and. graduate student advisors, and tutors': Since the pro-
gram aims to serve former Partnership students in the junior high,
the s,c,.hool selection criteria are more narrowly defined. The basis
for school-selection is"based on the follOwing criteria:

r

1. The lever of- minority student enrollment;

The Willingness Of school ofeiCials o participate in the
program;

3. The-number of students. who' had participated In the Partnership
-4' Program;

4 - Theivex.tent to whivcti studpnt4 in these schools already receive
serviceslsimOar to those offered by, i

.
t-Ae P artnershipPrograml

5' a. The extent t.o which students in the local high schools enroll
in the flniversity; and

, .

6.. The levelopmentif an appropriate ethnic mix of students par-
ticipAing in the program.

The 'criteria .used to select program participants *vary from campus
to c mpus. powever, -the CommOn basic criteria fot'all participants,
include:

1. .Enrolflitent in ninth, tenth," eleventh or_twelfth grads;

2: Being, a member of an 13underiepresented minority coming,

from a low-income background, or both.;

3. Potential to benefit from the program and its activities;
.
*4. Potential for admiss'on to a four year postsecondary intitu-

e

tion upon graduation from high school; and

5. Demonstrated desire to parrticipate in the progam.

4§h
-m

Fun g Hiltary

00

1I

1976,777 1977 -78 1978 -79 1979-80' 1980-81 81-82 1982-83
$462,(100 $1,162,000 $1,454,000 $1,830,000_$2,030,000 $2;2 7,000 $2,303,000

Tqe Univecs-ity provided the financial support for this.prlogram
during its initial two. years. Beginning jn '19T7-78, 6upport'was

O
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shared by the Stale General Fund (55%) and the University
l98(1 -81, the provided 15 percent 01 the landing, with the

University supporting the 'remainder. This tunding pattern was
continued t hrough 1981-82.

Numbers Served

rhe University reports that during 1980-84, it served 9,416 stu-
dents through the junlior high component and 7,470 students through
the senior high comp4nent operating in, 191 junior high schools and
140 high schools. In 1981-82, the junior high* componenent was
reduced' to 8,203 students, while the senior high component was
increased to 9,138 students, operating in 175 junior high schools,
and 1b2 senior high schools. -

Evaluption Data

During the past..twb years-, the University has published impact data
about participants in the Early- Outreach Program. According to
these data, 37.5 percent of.the early outrelich'participatits who
graddated with the high school class of 1981 were eligible to

enroll in the' University, while 27.2 percent of the class of 19h2
were elhible. Approximately 22 percent of the 1981 graduates and
18 percent of the 1982 graduates enrolled in the University. Data
published by the University about the academic record in A-F courses
of early outreach participants during the 1980-81,:academic year
indicate tat more than 55 percent of these participants achieved a
grade level at C+ or Lower. Available'data for the 1981-82 aca-
demic year are limited to 5 campuses,. On three:of these campuses, -
mope than 55 Percent. of the programparticipacts achieved a-grade
level at C+ or lOwer (the lowest level of academic achievement- was
at thejrvine campus, where movit.han 67 percent of the.parlici-
pants had a GPA at 2.5 or lower.) Ott two of the campuses, more than
50 percent of the participants achieved a grade level at 2.51 or
abOve.)
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rNivErtsrry t CALIFORNIA MEDI ATE OUTREACH PRO RA

The final phase of the University's student affirmative action out
reac.h of flirt is it4 recruitment component, Immediate Outreach. rho
principal goal at Immediate 3utreach is to augment the number ot
applic'ants from regularly .eligible underrepreseRted minority and
low-income students, and to increase the number of these students
who actually enroll in the University of California. The Univer-.

sity began this program in 1976 as- part ot, its initial Student'
Affirmative Action program, The specific program obl,ectives, as-
stated by the University Systemwide staff , are:

I. T6 seek out and assist reguLarly quaUlied high school seniors
And Community College students in making pplication to the
University;

To assist former Early Outreach students in their.applicittan
to the University;

.3. To assist former Early Outreach students in their application
to other postsecondary institutions;

4. To help track the academic. progress of current and former early-,
outreach studeftts who enter the Udiversity other post- .

secondary institutions.

While each of the nine 1JC campuses' administers An Immediate Out-
reach pro m, each program varies in ScOpe and in the. type of
serviceVelivered. The.administrative unit responsitile.for)Immedi-
ate Out acts services also varies from campus to ..campus. These

_services ay for instance, be provided through the Educational"
Opportunity Program Student Affirmative Action and/or theOffice of

:Relations with Schools.

Uhile the specilic types o'f,:'services provided vary Trom campus to
campus, they incbadet,:high '§chool-visits, Community College visits,

transitiOdal services upon .e'rirollment, oulttiral

activities, campus tours, freshmanientation 4essionsfseminars,
tutoring, career infdAptibn dayS, adthisRions coNseling, college
,motivation. nights, itiaiiiier residential programs, and mini-infor-

.

mation conferences and workshops.
4

I

All high' schools withitOthe campus service area RorticipatOg 0-C-
, \_

the Partnershi p Program feceive the-highe4t..prtOr*ty in Ii mediate
Outreach sery s. Many other schools throughout the Stite are
,also targ Or services bajt4 upon high percentages of mjjerity '..
*hrolllme --and monstrated desire- for serYlcesrby counselor's,

..

parents nestuden s.
'e.
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Fundulg History

19 77- 78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

131'2,000 5318,000$40l,000 $5-7676001573,8311

The University provided the financial support for this program
during its initial two years. Beginning in 1977-78, support Was
shared by the State General Fund (55%) aAd trie.University (45%)..
in 1980-81, the SLpte contributed 75 percent of the funding, and
the Univeriity contributed 25 percent. This pattern was continues('

through 1942-83.

Numbers Senved

The Immediate Outreach progrim of, the University of California
provides services to Most high schools and Community Colleges
throughout California. Data are not available, however, about the
total number of individuals or schools.served'through this program
since it has notbeen possible to identify the unknown number of
iiiplicated counts/ 'Ms students or schools served by immediate out-
reach efforts from more than one university campus.

Evaluation.. -)

The University "has the responsibility for evaluation of the lmmedi-
'ate Outreach program. At the present time, impact data are not
available about clients seYved through this program.

L.
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APPENDIX

Summary of _Important. Non-State Funded
Outreach and Support Service Programs

College Core Curriculum, Phineas Banning High School

-Pile Cooperative Collwe PreparaturyProgram (CCPP)

1- -
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CORE CURRICULUM, PH1NEAS 13ANNIN4 1-11(;11 SCHOUL

the College Core Curriculum (CCC)Rat Banning High School in Wilming-
ton in the Los Angeles harbor area) seeks to motiviaTe and ptepAre
students who shot,' potential for college but who lack the academic
skills necessary for college success. The program was initiated by
two college advisors and a teacher at Baiinint High irf 1976. Banniug.
is the fifth largest high school in the Los Angeles Unified School
District, enrolling some 3,20U students-, 85 percent of whom are
minority.

the College Core Curriculum operates with no special funding. It

represents a self-motivated comprehensive effort to improve the
college performance and persistence of Banning graduates, and it
illustrates what catibe accomplished with existing resources at the
local level to overcome some of the educaitoual barriers to college
studies so characteristic of students from low socioeconomic back-

),

grounds,

The program was initiated by the faculty and staff in response to
feedback from Banning graduates who attended college and reported
the following typical collegiate experienCes: (1) needing to

undertake remedi.ation courses for academic survival and "catch-up,"
(2) being placed on academic probation, (3) havidtto change from
math-and science-based majors to humanities, or (4) dropping out.

The College Core Curriculum is designed to identify potential
college-bound students at Banning's feeder junior,hTigh schools, al0
upgrade the Banning JtighSchool curriculum through, sequential
learning in order to better prepare these students'for,college and
the world of work. :

The Program is .essentially. a school within a school, based on the
University of California's A-F Admission requiremertts. \Students
(.'fishing to attend college enroll in the CCC program in 'the_first
yeah of high school and are' placed in college preparatory English,
mathematics, science; and foreign language classes. The philosophy
of .the program is based on the need to challenge and motivate
students to achieve and maintain academic excellence thereby facijr-
itating the success of students in college through: ,

I. changing both student apstaff,expectations and raising aspir-
ation levels; -

an academic curriculum- that offers substantive integrated
material promoting ,excellence through upgrading and standard-

.
izing course conterit4' and

-9.
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3. _the-establishment of a strong counseling and parental necwoot.

Among the goals of the program are:

a. to raise the aspiratitn level of students and improve their
self-concept;

b. to get as many students as possible to complete A-F pattern
courses; and

c. to have more students,re- ive college grants and scholarships.

A second predominantly.mino .ty school located in central Los
Angeles implemented a -College Core Curriculum in September 1980,
based on the Banning model.

Fundihg History

The CCC Program operates withodt the use of direct outside funding.
However, human and fiscal resources are utilized from the Academic
Affairs Division at the University of California, Los Angeles in
terms of student staff and faculty input. In addition, the program
utilizes summer course offerings funded by MESA, and other outreach
services, provided by four-year colleges and universities. -

Numbers Served

_

ApproxiMately 800 students were enrolled in t'he Progrbm at Banning
High during the 1981-82 acadedic year, and 950 are Or iled during

.

'1982-83. . k

Evaluation

P.

In'August 1982, the California POstsecondary Education, Cotiols.sion
completed a study to assess the coltege'experienceS of College Core
Curriculum4riduates from Banning High.,

-, .

The Commission study concluded that "itvailable evidence concerning
the. high school performance of. program.participants indicates that
the ,..program has been 'successful in achieving, at least some of its
'objectives. and that it .is worthy of observation by other secondary
schocils thoughout the Staee."' An example of thfs success is the
fact that the first graduating class of tote- College. Core Curriculum
took ,constderilbly more A through. F semester(Oodrses re.24ted fQr
admission by the University of.California,,payticuloarly in math-
ematics and English, than their 1976 college-bound counterparts.

.re
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The -Cooperative College Preparatory Program. is a long-range efforr
o( the- University of California, Berkeley and the Oakland Sc,hoot
District tostrengthen the District's secondary school math pro-
grams and the -District's capacity_ to prepare minority students for
college. As part of.a major District initiative to revitalize the
Oakland schools, COT provides (1) inservice training and professional
development for teachers, counselors, and adMinistrators; (2)

assistance and training for teachers, Counselors, administrators,
and parents In planning, implementing, and managing the eduoational
change process; and ( instructional support to help students make
the transition to more rigorous courses taught to higher standards.
These services are pro ided over a five.-year period daring which
the numbers of stude/ts aking the college preparatory math sequence
through pre-calbilus is gradually increased and the capacity of the
schools to Maintain a strenghtheued program is developed.

CCPP was introduced in the summer of 1980 as a pilot project at
Oakland's Castlemont High School and two of its feeler junior high
schools. It expanded in 1981-82 to include Fremont High School and
'all six junior high schools which send students to Castlemont and
Fremont: A further expansion in 1982-83 includes Oakland Technical
High and.its two junior high schools. These schools represent 50
percent of the District's secondary schools.

CCPP provides a wide range q.f assistance in all areas of school
operation according to the needs of particular schools. CCPP staft
work with teachers, counselors, and administrators on a daily basis
at the school site to: (1) strengthen curriculddi and instruction
in'the college preparatory math .courses, gradeS. .12;-(2) develop
methods of identifying talented students in grades 6-9; (3) improve
management, counseling, and enrollment practices; (4) coordinate
school programs; (5) proe instructional suppOrt fOi! students. in
class and in study groups; (6) develop school 'peer teaching, peer'
tntor.ing, and peer counseling programs; and (7) 4evelop methods ftir
huiljinglibad sustaining parent involvement. AsSistance'aiwindividual,
schools is complemented by s School-UnivarsitsInstitute at, which
school .faculty and staff, OFstrict staff, patIllts, and Uni-yeristy

,staff meet regularly to identify problems, to plan solutions; and
to share information send successful pra.atices. .CCPP staff assist,
in the follow-9p work required to implevat_l'ilans formed at the

'Institute and assist ,teachers to introdalrcurricul,um ideas and
instrliVtldpnal techniques into particular classes, . .
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Funding History .

Funding in 1980-81 was prow ded by the Universo,y of California,
Berkeley ($190,500). Fundi g in 1981.-82 was provided by the Univer-
;ity of California, Berkeley 0263,500) and the San Francisco
Foundation A$36,500). FUnding in 1982-81 is provided by the Univer-7.,
,sity of California, Berkeley ($245,000), the San Fxancisco Founda-
tiob ($63,500), the Bechtel Corporation (10,000), and the Oakland
Public Schools ($36,000).

1980-81
$190,500

Numbers Served

1981-82
$-.300,000

1982-83

S354,500

1980-81 1981-82 19482-83.

350 students 985 students (approx.).- 1,310 students

20 teachers 51 Leachers 63 teachers clk

25 administrators 44 administrators 62 administrators
and counselors and counselors and counselors

Evaluation"V

The program's success will be measured in part by the folloWing
criteria :

1. the de ee of increased enrollment in the college preparatory
sequence beginning in grade 7 and ending wittipte-caleplus in
grade 12;

the degree of improved performance in these'courses;

3. the degree of improved achievement on,tests-and college-en-
trance exam scores;

4 increases "in the number of minorityt-students who enter four-
year colleges and graduate, especially in majors requiring
strong math backgrounds.

Preliminary data indicate student enrollment at each level of the
college preparatory math sequence through pre-calculus has more
than doubled. More complete impact data, based on the above cri-
teria ark expected to be available starting in 1984.
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